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Dear  Reader: 

This  is  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  for  the  wilderness 
portion  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan.   The  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  the  Grand  Junction  Resource 
Management  Plan  served  as  the  DEIS  for  this  document  and  was  distributed  to 
the  public  on  November  5,  1982. 

This  FEIS  has  been  prepared  by  the  Grand  Junction  District  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976.   Specific  guidance  has  been  provided  by  BLM's 
Wilderness  Study  Policy,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (regulations  in 
Federal  Register,  Vol.  43,  No.  230,  November  29,  1978),  the  Wilderness  Act  of 
1964  and  BLM  Planning  Regulations  (Federal  Register,  Vol.  48,  No.  88, 
May  5,  1983). 

This  FEIS  analyzes  four  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area.   The  environmental,  social  and  economic  effects  of  designating 
or  not  designating  each  WSA  as  wilderness  are  analyzed  and  described.   This 
FEIS  includes  representative  comments  received  on  the  DEIS  and  the  responses 
to  these  comments. 

The  Secretary  will  review  this  report  and  then  submit  his  recommendations  to 
the  President  by  1991.   The  President  then  has  2  years  to  submit  his 
recommendations  to  Congress.   Only  Congress  can  decide  which  areas  will  be 
designated  wilderness. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  environmental  statement. 

Sincerely. 


^  4$  A1^  Associate 

'cfr'rV  NejL1  F*  Morck 
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WILDERNESS 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

FOR  THE 

GLENWOOD  SPRINGS  RESOURCE  AREA 

GLENWOOD  SPRINGS,  COLORADO 

Draft  (  )         Final  (X) 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

1.  TYPE  OF  ACTION:     Administrative  ( )     Legislative  (X) 

2.  ABSTRACT:     This  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS)  analyzes  and 
describes  the  environmental,  social,  and  economic  effects  of  designating  or  not  designating 
as  wilderness,  four  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area.  The  study  areas  are  Eagle  Mountain  (330  acres),  Hack  Lake  (10  acres),  Bull  Gulch 
(15,000  acres),  and  Castle  Peak  (1 1,940  acres).  The  All  Wilderness  and  No  Wilderness 
Alternatives  were  considered  for  each  WSA.  In  addition,  a  Partial  Wilderness  Alternative 
was  considered  for  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA.  The  Proposed  Action,  which  was  identified  after 
the  environmental  analysis,  recommends  the  entire  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs 
and  10,414  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  as  preliminarily  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation.  The  entire  Castle  Peak  WSA  and  4,586  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  are 
recommended  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation. 

3.  For  further  information,  contact: 

James  Owings,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.  O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  8 1 602 

Telephone:  (303)  945-2341. 

4.  Date  statement  made  available  to  EPA  and  to  the  public: 

Draft  -  November  5,  1982 
Final  -  November    20,    1987 
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SUMMARY 


SUMMARY 


PROPOSED  ACTION 


For  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  in  western 
Colorado,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  proposes  to 
recommend  10,754  acres  in  three  WSAs  as  preliminarily 
suitable  for  wilderness  designation  by  Congress  and  16,526 
acres  in  two  WSAs  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation. 

Table  S-l  shows  the  suitability  recommendation  for  each 
WSA. 


Table  S-l. 
Suitable  and  Nonsuitable  Recommendations  (in  Acres) 


Wilderness  Study  Areas 


Non-Suitable  Preliminarily 

Acres  BLM     Suitable  Acres  BLM 


Eagle  Mountain  '  (CO-070-392) 
Hack  Lack2  (CO-070-425) 
Bull  Gulch  (CO-070-430) 
Castle  Peak  (CO-070-433) 

Total 


0 

330 

0 

10 

4,586 

10,414 

11,940 

0 

16,526 


10,754 


1  Contiguous  to  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness,  administered 
by  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service 

2  Contiguous  to  the  Rat  Tops  Wilderness,  administered  by  the 
U.  S.  Forest  Service 


ALTERNATIVES 
ADDRESSED 


Two  alternatives  are  examined  for  all  four  WSAs:  All 
Wilderness  and  No  Wilderness  (No  Action).  A  third 
alternative,  the  Partial  Wilderness  Alternative,  was  only 
examined  in  detail  for  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA.  The  All 
Wilderness  Alternative  examines  the  impacts  of  designating 
all  four  WSAs  in  their  entirety  as  wilderness.  The  No 
Wilderness  Alternative  (No  Action)  analyzes  the  impacts 
of  not  designating  any  of  the  four  WSAs  as  wilderness. 
Under  the  No  Wilderness  Alternative,  management  of  the 
areas  would  be  consistent  with  the  existing  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  for  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area.  The  Partial  Wilderness  Alternative  for  the 
Bull  Gulch  WSA  analyzes  the  impacts  of  adjusting  the  study 
area  boundaries  to  resolve  resource  conflicts  and  managea- 
bility considerations. 

Alternatives  that  were  considered  but  eliminated  from 
detailed  study  for  all  WSAs  except  Bull  Gulch  included 
expanding  the  WSAs  to  include  major  topographic  features 
and  adjusting  boundaries  to  resolve  resource  conflicts  and 
improve  manageability.  A  description  of  these  proposals  and 
why  they  were  eliminated  from  further  consideration  is 
included  in  Chapter  2. 


This  environmental  impact  statement  examines  the 
environmental,  social,  and  economic  impacts  that  would 
result  from  the  designation  or  nondesignation  of  each  of 
the  four  WSAs.  The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  assist 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  making  a  recommendation 
to  the  President  and  Congress  on  the  suitability  or 
nonsuitability  of  the  WSAs  for  designation  as  wilderness. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The  results  of  the  impact  analysis  for  each  alternative 
are  discussed  below  by  WSA: 


S-l 


SUMMARY 

EAGLE  MOUNTAIN 


No  Wilderness/ No  Action 


Proposed  Action  (All  Wilderness) 

The  entire  330  acres  would  be  recommended  as  suitable 
for  wilderness  designation  as  an  addition  to  the  existing 
Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness.  It  would  be  proposed 
that  administration  of  the  area  be  transferred  to  the  U.  S. 
Forest  Service  through  a  boundary  adjustment  upon 
designation.  Based  on  management  identified  in  the  RMP, 
and  the  USGS/USBM  mineral  survey  and  identified  lack 
of  development  potential,  no  significant  adverse  effects  would 
occur  on  other  resource  values  or  uses.  Wilderness 
designation  would  benefit  the  area's  wilderness  character- 
istics through  statutory  protection  and  management  and  is 
consistent  with  the  policies  of  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and 
Pitkin  County. 


No  Wilderness/No  Action 

No  acreage  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  The  area  would  be  managed  under 
the  existing  RMP  for  uses  other  than  wilderness  with 
emphasis  on  protecting  visual  quality.  Other  uses  could  be 
allowed  subject  to  applicable  regulations  and  protective 
stipulations.  Although  it  is  considered  unlikely  to  occur, 
any  development  would  degrade  the  wilderness  character- 
istics of  the  WSA,  primarily  naturalness. 


HACK  LAKE 


Proposed  Action  (All  Wilderness) 

The  entire  10  acres  would  be  recommended  as  suitable 
for  wilderness  designation  as  an  addition  to  the  existing 
Flat  Tops  Wilderness.  It  would  be  proposed  that 
administration  of  the  area  be  transferred  to  the  U.  S.  Forest 
Service  through  a  cooperative  agreement  upon  designation. 
Because  of  the  WSA's  location,  lack  of  potential  for  other 
uses,  the  USGS/USBM  mineral  survey,  and  management 
identified  in  the  RMP,  no  resource  values  or  uses  would 
be  adversely  affected.  Wilderness  designation  would  benefit 
the  area's  wilderness  characteristics  through  statutory 
protection  and  management  and  is  consistent  with  the 
policies  of  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and  Garfield  County. 


No  acreage  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  The  area  would  be  managed  under 
the  existing  RMP  with  emphasis  on  providing  primitive 
recreational  opportunities.  Because  of  the  area's  location, 
lack  of  potential  for  other  uses,  and  management  adopted 
in  the  RMP,  wilderness  values  would  not  be  adversely 
affected.  Nondesignation  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
policies  of  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and  Garfield  County. 


BULL  GULCH 


Proposed  Action  (Partial  Wilderness) 

A  total  of  10,414  acres  would  be  recommended  as  suitable 
for  wilderness  designation.  Based  on  management  identified 
in  the  RMP  and  the  USGS/USBM  mineral  survey,  the  only 
values  or  uses  that  would  be  lost  in  order  to  preserve 
wilderness  values  would  be  low  potential  for  energy  and 
mineral  resources.  Wilderness  designation  would  benefit 
wilderness  characteristics,  special  features,  and  visual  quality 
in  the  suitable  portion  through  statutory  protection  and 
management  and  would  add  local  diversity  to  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System.  It  would  be  proposed  that 
636  acres  of  state-owned  minerals  within  the  suitable  portion 
be  acquired  by  the  federal  government  to  resolve 
manageability  considerations.  The  nonsuitable  portion  of  the 
WSA  (4,586  acres)  would  be  managed  under  the  existing 
RMP  with  emphasis  on  forest  management  and  wildlife 
habitat  improvement.  This  management  would  allow 
harvesting  of  0.65  million  board  feet  of  timber  and  14,250 
cords  of  fuelwood,  improvement  of  1 ,798  acres  of  crucial 
winter  range  for  deer  and  elk,  and  continued  recreational 
off-road  vehicle  use  (approximately  200  visits  annually). 
Wilderness  characteristics,  primarily  naturalness,  would  be 
degraded  in  the  nonsuitable  portion.  Wilderness  designation 
of  a  portion  of  the  WSA  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
policies  of  Eagle  County. 


S-2 


SUMMARY 


All  Wilderness 


CASTLE  PEAK 


The  entire  15,000  acres  would  be  recommended  as 
suitable  for  wilderness  designation.  Resource  values  or  uses 
that  would  be  lost  in  order  to  preserve  wilderness  values 
include  low  potential  for  energy  and  mineral  resources,  0.65 
million  board  feet  of  sawtimber  and  14,250  cords  of 
fuelwood,  opportunities  to  increase  forage  for  wildlife  on 
1,798  acres  of  crucial  winter  range  for  deer  and  elk,  and 
recreational  off-road  vehicle  use  (approximately  200  visits 
annually).  Wilderness  designation  would  benefit  the  area's 
wilderness  characteristics,  special  features,  and  visual  quality 
through  statutory  protection  and  management  and  would 
add  local  diversity  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System.  It  would  be  proposed  that  636  acres  of  state-owned 
minerals  within  the  WSA  be  acquired  by  the  federal 
government  to  resolve  manageability  considerations. 
Wilderness  designation  of  the  WSA  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  policies  of  Eagle  County. 


Proposed  Action  (No  Wilderness/No  Action) 

No  acreage  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  The  area  would  be  managed  under 
the  existing  RMP  for  uses  other  than  wilderness  with 
emphasis  on  forest  management,  improvement  of  aquatic 
wildlife  habitat,  and  dispersed  recreation  opportunities.  This 
management  would  allow  harvesting  of  59  million  board 
feet  of  timber,  improvement  of  aquatic  wildlife  habitat  on 
six  miles  of  streams  and  one  lake  (3  acres),  and  continued 
recreational  off-road  vehicle  use  (approximately  150  visits 
annually)  on  designated  routes.  Other  uses  could  be  allowed 
subject  to  applicable  regulations  and  protective  stipulations. 
Wilderness  characteristics,  primarily  naturalness,  would  be 
degraded  throughout  the  WSA.  Nondesignation  of  the  WSA 
would  be  consistent  with  the  policies  of  Eagle  County. 


No  Wilderness/No  Action 


All  Wilderness 


No  acreage  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  The  area  would  be  managed  under 
the  existing  RMP  for  uses  other  than  wilderness.  Dispersed 
recreation  opportunities  and  visual  quality  would  be 
emphasized  on  approximately  9,852  acres  of  the  WSA  and 
forest  management  and  wildlife  habitat  improvement  would 
be  emphasized  in  the  remainder  of  the  area.  This  management 
would  allow  harvesting  of  0.65  million  board  feet  of  timber 
and  14,250  cords  of  fuelwood,  improvement  of  1,798  acres 
of  crucial  winter  range  for  deer  and  elk,  and  continued 
recreational  off-road  vehicle  use  (approximately  200  visits 
annually).  Other  uses  could  be  allowed  subject  to  applicable 
regulations  and  protective  stipulations.  Wilderness 
characteristics,  special  features,  visual  resources,  and  other 
resource  values  on  9,852  acres  of  the  area  would  receive 
protection  through  administrative  actions  adopted  in  the 
RMP.  Wilderness  characteristics,  primarily  naturalness, 
would  be  degraded  in  the  remainder  of  the  WSA. 
Nondesignation  of  the  WSA  would  be  consistent  with  the 
policies  of  Eagle  County. 


The  entire  11,940  acres  would  be  recommended  as 
suitable  for  wilderness  designation.  Resource  values  or  uses 
that  would  be  lost  in  order  to  preserve  wilderness  values 
include  low  potential  for  mineral  resources,  59  million  board 
feet  of  timber,  and  recreational  off-road  vehicle  use 
(approximately  150  visits  annually).  Improvement  of  aquatic 
wildlife  habitat  on  six  miles  of  streams  and  one  lake  (3 
acres)  could  be  allowed  if  proposed  projects  would  be 
determined  to  be  consistent  with  wilderness  management. 
It  is  assumed  for  the  purpose  of  analysis  that  the  same  projects 
could  be  implemented  as  in  the  Proposed  Action  except 
mechanized  equipment  could  not  be  used.  Wilderness 
designation  would  benefit  the  area's  wilderness  character- 
istics through  statutory  protection  and  management. 
Wilderness  designation  of  the  WSA  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  policies  of  Eagle  County. 
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CHAPTER  1 
INTRODUCTION  AND  PLANNING  PROCESS 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 


The  proposed  action  being  considered  in  this  document  is 
to  recommend  a  total  of  10,754  acres  in  three  WSAs  as 
preliminarily  suitable  for  wilderness  designation.  The 
remaining  16,526  acres  in  two  WSAs  are  recommended 
as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation.  These  recommen- 
dations will  become  final  only  if  adopted  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  the  President.  This  EIS  analyzes  the 
potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  For  the  sake  of 
convenience,  the  language  in  the  text  will  assume  the 
recommendations  are  final  and  will  not  change. 

Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  review  areas  of  5,000  acres  or  more  of  the  public  lands 
determined  to  have  wilderness  characteristics  and  to  report 
his  recommendations  to  the  President  as  to  each  area's 
suitability  or  nonsuitability  for  preservation  as  wilderness. 
The  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  are  being  studied 
under  this  section  of  FLPMA.  The  Secretary  is  required 
to  report  his  recommendations  to  the  President  by  October 
21,  1991.  The  President  must  then  report  his  recommen- 
dations to  Congress  by  October  21,  1993.  Only  Congress 
can  designate  areas  as  wilderness. 

Section  202  of  FLPMA  provides  authority  through  the 
land  use  planning  process  to  study  and  to  recommend  areas 
not  covered  under  Section  603.  The  Eagle  Mountain  and 
Hack  Lake  WSAs  are  being  studied  under  this  section  of 
FLPMA.  The  study  and  reporting  requirements  for  these 
areas  are  the  same  as  for  areas  studied  under  Section  603, 
except  that  areas  found  to  be  nonsuitable  do  not  have  to 
be  reported  to  Congress. 

Under  FLPMA,  wilderness  preservation  is  part  of  BLM's 
multiple  use  mandate.  Wilderness  values  are  recognized  as 
part  of  the  spectrum  of  resource  values  and  uses  to  be 
considered  in  the  land  use  planning  process. 

This  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  an  analysis 
of  the  effects  of  designation  or  nondesignation  as  wilderness 
of  four  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  in  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area.  The  information  in  this  EIS  will 
assist  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  making  recommen- 
dations to  the  President,  assist  the  President  in  making 
recommendations  to  Congress,  and  finally,  assist  Congress 


in  deciding  whether  the  WSAs  should  be  designated  as 
wilderness  or  released  and  managed  for  other  resource  values 
and  uses. 


LOCATION 


The  four  WSAs  analyzed  in  this  FEIS  are  located  in 
the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Grand  Junction 
District,  in  western  Colorado  (see  Map  1-1).  The  WSAs 
under  study  are  shown  in  Table  1-1  and  on  Map  1-2. 


Table  1-1. 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  Analyzed  in  this  FEIS 


Wilderness  Study  Area 


Acreage 


Eagle  Mountain  (CO-070-392) 
Hack  Lake  (CO-070-425) 
Bull  Gulch  (CO-070-430) 
Castle  Peak  (CO-070-433) 

Total 


330 

10 

15,000 

11,930 

27,280 


The  Eagle  Mountain  WSA  is  located  in  Pitkin  County, 
Colorado.  The  Hack  Lake  WSA  is  located  in  Garfield 
County,  Colorado,  while  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak 
WSAs  are  located  in  Eagle  County,  Colorado. 
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CHAPTER  1 

WILDERNESS  REVIEW 
PROCESS 


To  carry  out  the  wilderness  mandate  of  Section  603  of 
FLPMA,  BLM  developed  a  wilderness  review  process 
consisting  of  three  phases:  inventory,  study,  and  reporting. 


INVENTORY 


This  phase  involved  examining  the  public  land  to 
determine  and  locate  areas  containing  wilderness  charac- 
teristics that  meet  the  criteria  established  by  Congress.  Such 
areas  were  identified  as  WSAs. 

The  inventory  phase  of  the  process  was  completed  for 
the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  in  November  1980. 
There  were  30,630  acres  found  to  contain  wilderness 
characteristics  in  four  WSAs. 

FLPMA  directs  BLM  to  use  the  criteria  given  by  Congress 
in  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1 964  in  determining  these  wilderness 
values.  Section  2  (c)  of  that  Act  states:  "A  wilderness,  in 
contrast  with  those  areas  where  man  and  his  own  works 
dominate  the  landscape,  is  hereby  recognized  as  an  area 
where  the  earth  and  its  community  of  life  are  untrammeled 
by  man,  where  man  himself  is  a  visitor  who  does  not  remain. 
An  area  of  wilderness  is  further  defined  to  mean  in  the 
Act  an  area  of  undeveloped  federal  land  retaining  its  primeval 
character  and  influence,  without  permanent  improvements 
or  human  habitation,  which  is  protected  and  managed  so 
as  to  preserve  its  natural  conditions,  and  which  ( 1 )  generally 
appears  to  have  been  affected  primarily  by  the  forces  of 
nature,  with  the  imprint  of  man's  work  substantially 
unnoticeable;  (2)  has  outstanding  opportunity  for  solitude 
or  a  primitive  and  unconfined  type  of  recreation;  (3)  has 
at  least  five  thousand  acres  of  land  or  is  of  sufficient  size 
as  to  make  practicable  its  preservation  and  use  in  an 
unimpaired  condition;  and  (4)  may  also  contain  ecological, 
geological,  or  other  features  of  scientific,  educational,  scenic, 
or  historic  value." 

These  characteristics  are  explained  in  detail  in  the 
Wilderness  Inventory  Handbook-Policy,  Direction,  Proce- 
dures and  Guidance  for  Conducting  Wilderness  Inventory 
of  the  Public  Lamfr-September  1978.  The  presence  of  these 
characteristics  is  documented  in  the  publication  Intensive 
Wilderness  Inventory-Final  Wilderness  Study  Areas- 
November  1980.  Both  of  these  publications  are  available 
at  BLM  offices. 


Four  areas  totaling  30,630  acres  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  were  found  to  possess  wilderness  charac- 
teristics and  were  identified  as  WSAs.  This  acreage  was 
changed  as  a  result  of  a  Departmental  Order  amending  the 
wilderness  inventory  decisions  (Federal  Register,  Vol.  47, 
No.  251,  December  30,  1982).  This  Order  excluded  the 
entire  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs  from 
wilderness  consideration  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA 
because  they  were  less  than  5,000  acres  in  size.  The  order 
also  said  that  split-estate  acreages  (federal  surface/non- 
federal  subsurface)  in  WSAs  could  not  be  considered  under 
Section  603.  The  636  acre  split-estate  parcel  in  the  Bull 
Gulch  WSA,  was  to  be  excluded  from  further  study  as 
identified  in  a  Departmental  Order  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  March  17,  1983  (Vol.  48,  No.  53).  The  March 
1 7,  1 983,  Federal  Register  notice  also  granted  permission 
to  continue  consideration  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack 
Lake  WSAs  for  wilderness  designation  under  Section  202 
of  FLPMA. 

On  April  18,  1985,  a  U.S.  District  Court  Decision  (Sierra 
Club  v.  Watt)  vacated  the  amendment  as  it  related  to  split- 
estate  acreages  and  restored  them,  including  the  636  acre 
area  in  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA,  to  wilderness  study  under 
Section  603  of  FLPMA.  The  court  also  held  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  discretionary  authority  to  study 
areas  of  less  than  5,000  acres  for  wilderness.  Following  the 
court  decision,  the  Secretary  directed  all  areas  of  less  than 
5,000  acres  would  be  studied  under  Section  202  of  FLPMA, 
with  the  exception  of  those  areas  that  had  been  previously 
studied  under  Section  202  of  FLPMA  and  had  been  released 
by  the  BLM  State  Director  at  the  conclusion  of  the  study. 


STUDY 


This  phase  involves  the  process  of  determining,  through 
careful  analysis,  which  wilderness  study  areas  will  be 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation  and 
which  will  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable.  These 
determinations,  made  through  the  BLM  land  use  planning 
system,  consider  all  values,  resources,  and  uses  of  the  public 
lands.  Guidance  for  the  wilderness  study  process  is  provided 
by:  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Policy,  the  National  Envir- 
onmental Policy  Act  (regulations  in  Federal  Register,  Vol. 
43,  No.  230,  November  29,  1978),  the  Wilderness  Act  of 
1964,  the  BLM's  Wilderness  Management  Policy,  and  the 
BLM  Planning  Regulations  (published  in  Federal  Register, 
Vol.  48,  No.  88,  May  5,  1983). 

For  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  the  wilderness 
study  phase  was  done  through  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Management  Plan.  Analysis  and  preliminary 
recommendations  concerning  wilderness  suitability  were 
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included  in  the  EIS  on  the  RMP  completed  in  June  1983. 
Originally,  30,630  acres  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area  were  considered  for  wilderness  designation  as  shown 
in  Table  1-2. 

The  Bull  Gulch  WSA  was  reduced  to  14,364  acres  by 
the  amendment  of  wilderness  inventory  decisions  and 
subsequently  restored  to  15,000  acres  by  court  decision  as 
explained  previously. 

Table  1-2. 

Original   Acreage   Considered   for   Wilderness 

Designation  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 

Area 


Wilderness  Study 
Area 


Acreage 


Eagle  Mountain 
Hack  Lake 
Bull  Gulch 
Castle  Peak 

Total 


330 

3,360 

15,000 

11,940 

30,630 


Preliminary  recommendations  on  the  suitability  or 
nonsuitability  of  each  WSA  were  included  in  the  FEIS  on 
the  RMP.  The  preliminary  recommendations  were  accepted 
by  the  BLM  Colorado  State  Director  upon  his  approval 
of  the  RMP  in  a  Record  of  Decision  signed  in  January 
1984. 

Because  there  is  no  requirement  to  report  the  nonsuitable 
portions  of  areas  studied  under  Section  202  of  FLPMA 
to  Congress,  the  3,350  acres  of  the  Hack  Lake  WSA  found 
to  be  nonsuitable  were  released  for  uses  other  than  wilderness 
by  the  approval  of  the  RMP.  The  27,280  acres  identified 
as  WSAs  (see  Table  1-1)  is  the  acreage  still  under  wilderness 
review  that  is  analyzed  in  this  document.  This  acreage 
represents  approximately  5  percent  of  the  566,042  acres 
of  public  land  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area. 
The  10,754  acres  recommended  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation  represent  less  than  2  percent  of  the  resource 
area. 

The  study  process  for  wilderness,  as  part  of  the  RMP, 
includes  four  major  steps: 

1.     Development  of  Planning   Criteria   and   Quality 
Standards 

A  scoping  process  takes  place  to  determine  issues  and 
associated  conflicts  to  be  addressed  in  the  RMP.  For 
wilderness,  this  identification  process  was  carried  out  at  both 
a  national  and  local  level.  Issues  of  national  concern  were 
identified  during  the  development  of  the  BLM's  Wilderness 
Study  Policy.  Based  on  those  issues,  planning  criteria  and 


quality  standards  were  developed  in  the  BLM's  Wilderness 
Study  Policy  to  direct  the  procedures  for  evaluation  of 
suitability  and  nonsuitability  of  each  WSA. 

The  planning  criteria  are: 

a.  Evaluation  of  Wilderness  Values 

Consider  the  extent  to  which  each  of  the  following 
components  contributes  to  the  overall  values  of  an  area 
for  wilderness  purposes: 

*  Mandatory  wilderness  characteristics:  The 
quality  of  the  area's  mandatory  wilderness 
characteristics  —  size,  naturalness,  and  outstand- 
ing opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive 
recreation. 

*  Special  features:  The  presence  or  absence  and 
the  quality  of  the  following  optional  wilderness 
characteristics  —  ecological,  geological,  or  other 
features  of  scientific,  educational,  scenic,  or 
historical  value. 

*  Multiple  resource  benefits:  The  benefits  to  other 
resources  and  uses  which  wilderness  designation 
of  the  area  would  ensure. 

*  Diversity  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preserva- 
tion System:  The  extent  to  which  wilderness 
designation  of  the  area  under  study  would 
contribute  to  expanding  the  diversity  of  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  from  the 
standpoint  of  each  of  the  following  factors: 

( 1 )  Expanding  the  diversity  of  natural  systems  and 
features,  as  represented  by  ecosystems  and  landforms. 

(2)  Expanding  the  opportunities  for  solitude  or 
primitive  recreation  within  a  days  driving  time  (5  hours) 
of  major  population  centers. 

(3)  Balancing  the  geographic  distribution  of 
wilderness. 

b.  Manageability 

The  area  must  be  capable  of  being  effectively  managed 
to  preserve  its  wilderness  character. 

In  addition  to  the  planning  criteria,  a  set  of  quality 
standards  were  developed  to  ensure  consistency  in 
evaluating  the  WSAs: 

a.  Energy  and  Mineral  Resource  Values 

Consider  any  identified  or  potential  energy  and 
mineral  resource  values. 

b.  Impacts  on  Other  Resources 

Consider  the  extent  to  which  other  resource  values 
or  uses  of  the  area  would  be  foregone  or  adversely 
affected  as  a  result  of  wilderness  designation. 
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c.  Impact  of  Nondesignation  on  Wilderness  Values 

Consider  the  alternative  use  of  land  under  study  if 
the  area  is  not  designated  as  wilderness,  and  the 
extent  to  which  the  wilderness  values  of  the  area 
would  be  foregone  or  adversely  affected  as  a  result 
of  this  use. 

d.  Public  Comment 

Consider  comments  received  from  interested  and 
affected  publics  at  all  levels. 

e.  Local  Social  and  Economic  Effects 

Give  special  attention  to  adverse  or  favorable  social 
and  economic  effects  which  designation  of  the  area 
would  have  on  local  areas. 

f.  Consistency  with  Other  Plans 

Consider  consistency  with  officially  approved  and 
adopted  resource-related  plans  of  other  federal 
agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  and  Indian 
tribes. 

2.  Issue  Identification 

At  a  local  level,  public  meetings  were  held  in  Denver, 
Grand  Junction,  McCoy,  Eagle,  Glenwood  Springs,  and 
Rifle,  Colorado,  to  identify  the  issues  to  be  considered  in 
the  RMP  for  all  resource  values  and  uses.  From  the  input 
at  these  meetings,  four  major  issues  for  wilderness  were 
identified: 

a.  How  much  wilderness  is  needed? 

b.  Protection  of  wilderness  values. 

c.  Management  of  backcountry  areas  to  maintain 
primitive  values  as  opposed  to  wilderness  designation. 

d.  The  impacts  of  possible  wilderness  designation  on 
other  existing  and  future  uses  of  public  land.  These 
uses  include  soils,  water  resources,  minerals,  aquatic 
and  terrestrial  wildlife,  livestock  grazing,  vegetation, 
timber  resources,  recreation  resources,  economic 
conditions,  cultural  resources,  visual  resources,  land 
tenure,  and  utility  and  communication  facilities. 

The  issues  considered  in  the  RMP  for  all  resource  values 
and  uses  are  described  in  Chapter  2  in  the  FEIS  on  the 
RMP. 

3.  Formulation  of  Alternatives 

Each  of  the  four  WSAs  were  evaluated  using  the  planning 
criteria  and  quality  standards.  Wilderness  alternatives  were 
identified  and  a  comparison  of  existing  and  potential  losses 
and  gains  for  various  resources  was  made  in  the  context 
of  the  overall  RMP  alternatives.  From  this  comparison, 
preliminary  recommendations  were  made  for  each  WSA 
and  incorporated  into  the  RMP  alternatives. 


4.     Evaluation  of  Environmental  Consequences 

The  fourth  step  of  the  planning  process  was  to  analyze 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives.  A  detailed 
analysis  for  each  WSA  was  included  in  a  technical 
supplement  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  on  the  RMP.  Based  upon  the  analysis,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  DEIS  was  selected.  The  DEIS  on  the 
RMP  was  published  in  November  1982.  The  DEIS 
documented,  for  public  review  and  comment,  the  results 
of  the  assessment  of  impacts  for  the  Preferred  and  other 
alternatives  for  the  WSAs.  Comments  received  have  been 
used  to  prepare  the  FEIS  on  the  RMP  and  this  FEIS.  See 
the  Public  Comments  and  Responses  to  Comments  section 
of  Chapter  5  for  further  discussion  of  these  comments. 

In  addition,  all  information,  including  the  DEIS,  FEIS 
on  the  RMP,  USGS/USBM  mineral  surveys,  and  public 
comments  were  used  to  prepare  this  FEIS  and  Wilderness 
Study  Report  (WSR).  When  the  FEIS  and  the  WSR  were 
approved  by  the  BLM  State  Director  and  forwarded  to  the 
Washington  Office  of  BLM  for  review,  the  study  phase 
was  completed. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUE 
IDENTIFICATION/SCOPING 


The  DEIS  and  FEIS  on  the  RMP  analyzed  the  impacts 
of  various  management  actions  on  all  resource  values  and 
uses,  including  wilderness  values,  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area.  This  FEIS  analyzes  only  the  impacts  that 
would  result  from  wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation 
of  the  four  WSAs  in  the  resource  area  (see  Table  1-1). 

The  scoping  process  for  this  FEIS  encompassed  issues 
identified  for  the  WSAs  by  the  public  during  the  formal 
scoping  period  for  the  RMP  process,  by  the  BLM  staff  during 
the  scoping  period  and  the  environmental  analysis  for  the 
RMP,  and  from  comments  on  the  DEIS  on  the  RMP  by 
the  public  and  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies.  These 
issues  were  then  screened  and  compiled  to  determine  which 
issues  would  or  would  not  be  considered  in  the  FEIS. 

Many  issues  considered  in  the  RMP  process  were  not 
applicable  to  each  WSA  (e.g.,  a  resource  value  does  not 
exist  in  a  WSA)  or  were  resolved  through  decisions  made 
in  the  Record  of  Decision  for  the  RMP  (e.g.,  decisions  to 
exclude  certain  forested  lands  from  management  and 
harvesting  regardless  of  wilderness  designation).  The  Record 
of  Decision  for  the  RMP  also  established  required 
management  stipulations  that  will  be  included  in  project 
designs  to  mitigate  impacts  to  resource  values.  During  the 
screening  process,  it  was  also  determined  the  impacts  on 
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some  values  or  uses  would  be  insignificant  and  did  not 
warrant  detailed  analysis  in  this  FEIS.  The  issues  identified 
for  analysis  in  this  FEIS  and  the  issues  identified  in  scoping 
that  were  not  selected  for  detailed  analysis  in  this  FEIS 
for  each  WSA  are  described  below.  The  reasons  for  setting 
aside  an  issue  for  a  WSA  or  WSAs  are  explained  and  any 
issue  set  aside  for  an  individual  WSA  will  not  be  analyzed 
further.  When  the  reason  for  setting  aside  an  issue  is  the 
determination  that  impacts  would  be  insignificant,  a 
summary  of  the  analysis  that  resulted  in  that  determination 
is  provided.  Additional  detail  is  contained  in  Chapter  4  of 
the  FEIS  on  the  RMP.  Table  1-3  graphically  displays  the 
issues  analyzed  for  each  WSA  in  this  FEIS. 

Geology/paleontology,  climate,  and  alluvial  valleys/ 
prime  and  unique  farmlands  would  not  be  affected  by  any 
of  the  alternatives  in  any  of  the  WSAs  and  are  not  described 
in  this  document.  Topography  would  also  not  be  affected 
by  any  of  the  alternatives  but  is  described  as  part  of  the 
setting  of  each  WSA  in  Chapter  3. 

1 .  Impacts  on  Air  Quality.  Air  quality  classification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states  and  must  follow  a  process 
mandated  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1977. 
The  Wilderness  Management  Policy  states  that  BLM 
will  manage  all  wildernesses  to  comply  with  the  existing 
air  quality  classification  for  that  specific  area,  so 
wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation  would  not 
cause  the  air  quality  classification  to  change. 


Adverse  impacts  on  air  quality  would  be  the  result  of 
other  resource  management  actions  permitted  if  an  area 
would  not  be  designated  as  wilderness.  The  impacts  from 
all  resource  management  actions  proposed  or  anticipated 
within  the  WSAs  were  considered.  No  management  actions 
were  identified  in  the  Eagle  Mountain,  Hack  Lake,  and 
Castle  Peak  WSAs  that  would  adversely  affect  air  quality. 
In  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA,  vegetation  manipulations  practices 
would  cause  very  short-term  localized  impacts  on  air  quality. 
The  impacts  would  not  be  significant  because  they  would 
be  within  the  constraints  of  the  existing  Class  II  air  quality 
standards  and  all  applicable  local,  state,  and  federal  air  quality 
policies,  regulations,  and  statutes  would  be  followed.  Only 
an  average  of  38  acres  or  0.3  percent  of  WSA  would  be 
treated  annually. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 

2.  Impacts  on  Water  Resources.  Three  impact  topics  for 
water  resources  were  identified:  (a)  impacts  on  erosion 
and  sedimentation,  (b)  impacts  on  bacteria  level,  and 
(c)  impacts  on  water  rights  from  wilderness  designation. 

a.  Impacts  on  Erosion  and  Sedimentation.  Wilderness 
designation  would  preclude  surface-disturbing  activities 
that  could  increase  erosion  rates  and  sedimentation. 
If  an  area  would  not  be  designated  as  wilderness,  surface 
disturbing  activities  could  be  permitted.  However,  the 


Table  1-3. 
Issues  Analyzed  For  Each  WSA  In  This  FEIS 


Issue 

Eagle 

Mountain 

WSA 

Hack 
Lake 
WSA 

Bull 
Gulch 
WSA 

Castle 
Peak 
WSA 

1.  Impacts  on  Erosion  and 
Sedimentation 

X 

X 

2.  Impacts  on  Energy  and 
Mineral  Development 

X 

X 

X 

X 

3.  Impacts  on  Aquatic  Wildlife 
Habitat  and  Populations 

X 

4.  Impacts  on  Terrestrial 
Wildlife  Habitat  and 
Populations 

X 

X 

5.  Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

6.  Impacts  on  Recreational 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Opportunities  and  Use 
7.  Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 
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potential  for  mineral  exploration  and  development  is 
low.  The  impacts  from  all  resource  management  actions 
proposed  or  anticipated  within  the  WSAs  were 
considered.  No  management  actions  were  identified  in 
the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs  that  would 
change  existing  erosion  or  sedimentation  rates.  Timber 
management  including  road  construction  in  the  Bull 
Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  and  vegetation 
manipulation  practices  (primarily  controlled  burns)  in 
the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  could  impact  soil  erosion  and 
sedimentation  rates. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs, 
but  is  analyzed  for  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs. 

b.  Impacts  on  Bacteria  Levels.  Bacteria  levels  are  not 
an  issue  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  or  Hack  Lake  WSAs 
because  no  springs  or  streams  exist  in  either  WSA. 
In  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs,  it  was 
determined  that  changes  in  bacteria  levels  were 
primarily  related  to  livestock  grazing  management. 
Since  livestock  grazing  management  would  not  change 
under  any  of  the  alternatives  in  any  of  the  WSAs  (see 
also  Issue  7),  bacteria  levels  would  also  not  change. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 

c.  Impacts  on  Water  Rights.  Wilderness  designation 
would  not  be  expected  to  have  a  significant  effect  on 
any  existing  water  rights  in  any  of  the  WSAs.  Both 
the  Wilderness  Act  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wilderness  Management  Policy  recognize  valid  existing 
rights.  In  the  case  of  water  rights,  if  any  reserved  water 
rights  are  determined  to  be  established  by  the  act  of 
designation,  the  priority  date  of  that  right  would  be 
junior  to  all  rights  existing  at  the  time  of  designation. 
It  would,  therefore,  not  pre-empt  any  existing  water 
rights.  Furthermore,  maintenance  of  existing  water 
control  structures  that  existed  under  valid  permits  or 
other  authority  prior  to  designation  could  continue. 

An  issue  that  has  been  recently  raised  is  whether  there 
would  be  an  impact  of  a  reserved  wilderness  water  right 
on  the  transfer  of  existing  rights  within  the  stream  system 
or  through  a  transbasin  diversion.  Transfers  from  above  or 
within  a  wilderness  area  to  below  the  wilderness  would 
clearly  not  be  affected  since  no  less  water  would  be  allowed 
to  flow  through  the  wilderness.  Only  where  transfers  could 
result  in  the  movement  of  rights  from  below  to  within  or 
above  the  wilderness  is  there  a  potential  effect.  No  such 
transfers  are  currently  known  to  be  proposed  within  any 
of  the  WSAs.  Even  if  at  some  future  date  such  a  transfer 
were  proposed,  the  effects  would  likely  be  minimal  if  any. 
Limitations  that  would  be  placed  on  such  a  transfer  because 
of  wilderness  would  almost  certainly  be  no  more  significant 
than  those  that  would  be  automatically  imposed  by  other 


water  rights  more  senior  than  any  reserved  wilderness  water 
right.  Even  in  the  unlikely  event  that  this  were  not  the 
case,  it  is  probable  that  flexibility  could  be  provided  to  the 
water  rightholder  while  still  assuring  complete  protection 
of  the  specific  wilderness  values  associated  with  water  flows 
through  the  WSA.  Mitigations,  flow  augmentation  measures, 
water  right  exchanges,  purchases  or  donations,  and  other 
legal  avenues  could  provide  the  means  to  accomplish  this. 

Since  there  are  no  expected  effects  on  existing  water  rights 
and  no  proposals  to  transfer  water  rights  are  known  or 
anticipated  that  would  be  significantly  affected,  this  impact 
topic  was  dropped  from  further  analysis  for  all  WSAs  in 
this  FEIS. 

3.  Impacts   on   Energy   and   Mineral   Exploration   and 

Development.  If  designated  as  wilderness,  each  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  entry  under 
the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws.  This  withdrawal 
would  affect  the  potential  exploration  and  development 
of  energy  and  mineral  resources  in  the  WSAs.  However, 
these  resources  have  low  potential  for  exploration  and 
development  in  all  WSAs. 

This  issue  is  analyzed  for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS  to 
determine  what  energy  and  minerals  resources,  if  any,  would 
be  foregone. 

4.  Impacts  on  Hydropower  Development.  No  hydropower 
development  potential  has  been  identified  in  the  Eagle 
Mountain,  Hack  Lake,  or  Castle  Peak  WSAs. 

The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  and  the 
United  States  Geological  Survey  have  identified  several 
potential  hydroelectric  development  sites  located  along  the 
Colorado  River  downstream  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA.  The 
uppermost  dam  site  is  located  just  above  the  mouth  of 
Sweetwater  Creek  (about  3  miles  from  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA). 
USGS  estimated  that  a  dam  380  feet  high  located  here 
would  store  1 .2  million  acre  feet  and  would  have  a  generation 
capacity  of  1 20,000  kilowatts.  At  a  maximum  pool  of  6,600 
feet,  about  1,200  acres  along  the  northwestern  boundary 
of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  would  be  inundated.  Federal  Power 
Sites  Withdrawals  currently  exist  on  approximately  2,000 
acres  in  the  WSA.  There  are  no  specific  hydroelectric  projects 
proposed  for  this  section  of  the  Colorado  River.  During 
the  Resource  Management  Plan,  all  regional  EIS's  were 
reviewed,  including  those  on  oil  shale  projects.  None  of 
these  have  proposed  a  hydroelectric  or  reservoir  project  on 
this  section  of  the  Colorado  River. 

The  approximate  2,000  acres  of  powersite  withdrawals 
along  the  northwestern  edge  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  have 
been  in  effect  over  70  years  yet  no  specific  proposals  have 
been  developed  during  that  period.  The  Federal  Energy 
Regulation  Commission  states  (Chapter  5,  letter  8)  that  dam 
construction  in  this  stretch  of  the  Colorado  River  has  not 
received  "serious  consideration"  because  the  main  line  of 
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the  Denver  and  Rio  Grande  Railroad  (the  AMTRAC  line) 
would  have  to  be  relocated.  The  county  road  paralleling 
the  river  and  a  number  of  ranch  houses  would  also  have 
to  be  relocated. 

Because  any  large  scale  dam  project  would  require  the 
relocation  of  the  railroad,  county  road  and  ranch  houses, 
and  considering  the  historical  lack  of  project  proposals, 
hydropower  development  in  this  section  of  the  Colorado 
River  is  considered  highly  unlikely  regardless  of  Bull  Gulch 
being  designated  or  not  designated  wilderness.  Therefore, 
hydropower  development  in  Bull  Gulch  will  not  be  discussed 
in  this  FEIS. 

5.  Impacts  on  Aquatic  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Populations. 

No  aquatic  habitat  exists  within  the  Eagle  Mountain, 
Hack  Lake,  or  Bull  Gulch  WSAs.  The  Castle  Peak 
WSA  does  contain  aquatic  habitat  in  three  streams 
and  one  lake  that  could  be  affected  by  resource 
management  actions  proposed  or  anticipated  within 
the  WSA  if  it  would  not  be  designated  as  wilderness. 
Improvement  of  aquatic  habitat  on  these  3  streams 
and  one  lake  could  be  allowed  under  wilderness 
designation  if  proposed  projects  would  be  determined 
to  be  consistent  with  wilderness  management. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain,  Hack  Lake,  and  Bull  Gulch  WSAs, 
but  is  analyzed  for  the  Castle  Peak  WSA  in  this  FEIS. 

6.  Impacts  on  Terrestrial  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Populations. 

Wildlife  habitat  and  populations  could  be  affected  by 
resource  management  actions  proposed  or  anticipated 
within  the  WSAs  if  not  designated  as  wilderness.  The 
impacts  from  all  resource  management  actions  proposed 
or  anticipated  within  the  WSAs  were  considered.  If 
the  total  acreage  of  vegetation  were  manipulated  as 
proposed  by  all  resources  over  the  next  20  years,  small 
game  and  nongame  species  composition  and  numbers 
would  vary  locally.  However,  composition  and 
numbers  would  not  significantly  change  in  the  long 
term  because  of  the  habitat  diversity  offered  by  public 
lands,  the  dispersed  nature  and  small  size  of  each  project, 
and  the  short-term  nature  of  disturbance  in  each  project 
area. 

Thus,  only  the  effects  on  big  game  wildlife  and  habitat, 
specifically  deer  and  elk,  will  be  analyzed.  No  management 
actions  were  identified  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  or  Hack  Lake 
WSAs  that  would  adversely  affect  big  game  wildlife  or 
habitat.  The  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  do  contain 
big  game  wildlife  and  habitat  that  could  be  affected  by 
resource  management  actions  proposed  or  anticipated  within 
the  WSAs  if  they  would  not  be  designated  as  wilderness. 

Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  implementation 
of  identified  habitat  improvement  projects  only  within  the 
Bull  Gulch  WSA. 


Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs,  but  is 
analyzed  for  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  in  this 
FEIS. 

7.  Impacts  on  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  No 
threatened  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species  have 
been  identified  within  the  Eagle  Mountain,  Hack  Lake, 
or  Castle  Peak  WSAs.  In  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA,  no 
threatened  or  endangered  plant  species  have  been 
identified  but  hunting  perches  for  bald  eagles  have  been 
identified.  The  impacts  from  all  resource  management 
actions  proposed  or  anticipated  within  the  Bull  Gulch 
WSA  were  considered,  including  formal  consultation 
with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  It  was 
determined  bald  eagles  would  not  be  adversely  affected, 
regardless  of  wilderness  designation.  In  addition,  any 
activities  proposed  in  the  future  that  could  adversely 
affect  threatened  and  endangered  species  would  be 
subject  to  applicable  laws  and  regulations  requiring 
clearances  and  mitigation  and  further  formal  consul- 
tation with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

The  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  concurs  with  our 
finding  that  wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation  would 
have  no  effect  on  threatened  and  endangered  species  in  the 
4  WSAs  (see  letters  1  and  2).  Therefore,  this  impact  topic 
was  dropped  from  further  analysis  for  all  WSAs  in  this 
FEIS. 

8.  Impacts  on  Livestock  Grazing.  The  Wilderness  Act  and 

BLM's  Wilderness  Management  Policy  allow  livestock 
grazing,  where  established  prior  to  wilderness 
designation,  to  continue  subject  to  reasonable 
regulations.  Existing  grazing  may  include  not  only  the 
utilization  of  the  forage  resource  but  also  the  use  and 
maintenance  of  livestock  management  improvements 
and  facilities  that  were  in  existence  when  the  area  was 
designated  as  wilderness.  Final  allocations  of  AUMs 
for  livestock  grazing  were  made  in  the  RMP  for  all 
WSA  allotments  and  would  not  change  as  a  result 
of  wilderness  designation. 

The  primary  impact  of  wilderness  designation  on  livestock 
grazing  could  be  restrictions  in  the  location  or  design  of 
new  improvements  but  would  not  be  significant  since  no 
additional  improvements  are  currently  planned  in  any  of 
the  WSAs.  Furthermore,  new  improvements  could  be 
constructed  in  the  future,  if  necessary,  if  in  accordance  with 
the  guidelines  and  management  plans  for  the  area  and  if 
the  improvements  would  be  primarily  for  the  purposes  of 
resource  protection.  Thus,  livestock  grazing  management 
would  not  be  expected  to  change  under  any  of  the  alternatives 
in  any  of  the  WSAs. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 
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9.  Impacts   on    Vegetation.    Differences   in    impacts   on 

vegetation  including  riparian  condition  between 
alternatives  are  minor.  The  differences  that  do  exist 
result  in  impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  or  erosion/ 
sedimentation  and  are  therefore  addressed  under  these 
topics. 

10.  Impacts  on  Timber  Production.  In  the  RMP,  forested 
land  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  WSA  was  excluded  from 
timber  management  and  harvesting;  this  management 
would  not  change  as  a  result  of  nondesignation.  No 
productive  forest  land  exists  in  the  Hack  Lake  WSA. 
Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  timber 
management  and  harvesting  in  the  Bull  Gulch  and 
Castle  Peak  WSAs. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs,  but  is 
analyzed  for  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  in  this 
FEIS. 

1 1 .  Impacts  on  Recreational  Opportunities  and  Use. 
Wilderness  designation  could  affect  recreational 
opportunities  and  use  by  either  precluding  certain 
activities  or  by  changing  the  setting  (environment)  in 
which  the  activities  occur.  If  the  WSAs  are  not 
designated  as  wilderness,  recreational  activities  and 
environments  could  be  affected  by  other  resource 
management  actions. 

Neither  designation  nor  nondesignation  would  signifi- 
cantly affect  recreational  opportunities  or  use  in  the  Eagle 
Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs.  Although  no  complete 
recreational  use  data  for  either  WSA  are  available,  use  is 
estimated  to  be  minimal  (estimated  10  big  game  hunting 
visits  annually  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  WSA  and  no  known 
use  in  the  Hack  Lake  WSA).  No  resource  management 
actions  are  proposed  or  anticipated  in  the  WSAs  that  would 
change  the  existing  recreational  setting. 

Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  ORV  use  in  the 
WSAs.  The  Hack  Lake  WSA  is  closed  to  recreational  ORV 
use  and  this  management  would  not  change  as  a  result  of 
nondesignation.  The  Eagle  Mountain  WSA  is  currently  open 
to  ORV  use  but  no  known  use  is  occurring  or  expected 
because  of  unsuitable  topography. 

In  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs,  wilderness 
designation  would  eliminate  some  recreational  activities, 
such  as  recreational  ORV  use,  and  would  affect  the  setting 
for  other  activities  that  could  continue  to  occur.  If  the  WSAs 
would  not  be  designated,  other  resource  management  actions, 
such  as  timber  harvesting,  could  affect  recreational 
opportunities  and  use. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs,  but  is 
analyzed  for  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  in  this 
FEIS. 


12.  Impacts  on  Cultural  Resources.  Generally,  wilderness 
designation  is  not  adverse  to  cultural  resources  because 
they  will  generally  benefit  from  an  area  being  designated 
as  wilderness.  Such  designation  legally  precludes 
development,  land  disturbances,  motorized  use,  and 
other  damaging  or  intrusive  human  effects.  Most 
wilderness  users  tend  to  be  sensitive  to  their 
environment  and  thus  are  far  less  likely  to  "pothunt" 
than  others.  Wilderness  areas  totally  eliminate  access 
by  road  and  thus  eliminate  the  use  of  vehicles  or  heavy 
equipment  for  vandalism  purposes.  A  1979  study 
(Nickens,  et  al.,  1979)  has  confirmed  that  cultural  sites 
more  than  one  half  a  mile  from  a  road  are  much  less 
vandalized  than  those  sites  near  a  roadway. 

Inventory  procedure  is  well-established  and  is  done 
whenever  surface  disturbance  occurs  in  a  noninventoried 
area.  Mitigation  for  site  loss  or  damage  is  normally  done 
when  a  site  qualifies  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  This  is  required  by  law.  Mitigation  can 
range  from  site  excavation  and  analysis  to  site  avoidance 
through  project  redesign.  If  an  area  is  not  designated 
wilderness,  it  may  be  opened  to  development  such  as  oil 
and  gas,  roads,  timber  sales,  and  other  surface  disturbing 
activities.  Such  disturbances  may  cause  destruction  to 
significant  cultural  resources  and  can  open  up  regions  without 
previous  access.  Increased  access  can  provide  vandals  and 
"pothunters"  easy  ability  to  loot  and  the  damage  to  cultural 
resources  can  increase  greatly.  It  should  be  noted,  however, 
that  most  all  development  on  the  public  lands  requires 
inventory  and  mitigation  for  cultural  resources,  thus 
providing  legal  protection  which  occurs  whether  an  area 
is  designated  as  wilderness  or  not. 

At  the  time  a  wilderness  management  plan  is  developed, 
procedures  for  the  identification  and  protection  of  cultural 
resources  will  be  considered  as  part  of  that  process.  This 
will  include  inventory,  when  appropriate  ,  mitigation  as 
needed,  and  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  as  required  under  36  CFR  800.4.  No  known  cultural 
resources  exist  within  the  Eagle  Mountain  or  Hack  Lake 
WSAs.  Cultural  resources  have  been  identified  in  the  Bull 
Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs.  These  consist  primarily  of 
lithic  scatters.  None  have  been  identified  as  being  eligible 
for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
The  possible  impacts  from  all  proposed  or  anticipated 
resource  management  actions  within  the  WSAs  were 
considered.  The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  was 
consulted  and  concurs  (see  Chapter  5,  letter  16)  that  neither 
wilderness  designation  nor  nondesignation  would  be 
expected  to  significantly  affect  cultural  resources  in  these 
4  WSAs. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 
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13.  Impacts  on  Wilderness  Resources.  Two  impact  topics 
were  identified  for  wilderness  resources:  (a)  impacts 
on  wilderness  values  and  (b)  impacts  on  wilderness 
demand. 

a.  Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values.  The  wilderness 
values  of  naturalness,  opportunities  for  solitude, 
opportunities  for  primitive  recreation,  and  various 
special  features  of  the  WSAs  would  benefit  from 
wilderness  designation.  The  same  values  may  be 
adversely  affected  by  uses  and  actions  that  would  be 
permitted  should  the  WSAs  not  be  designated  as 
wilderness. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  is  analyzed  for  all  WSAs 
in  this  FEIS. 

b.  Impacts  on  Wilderness  Demand.  Estimates  indicate 
wilderness  recreation  use  of  the  four  WSAs,  if  all  would 
be  designated  as  wilderness,  would  be  less  than  one 
percent  of  the  total  use  in  the  local  region  in  the  year 
2000.  Thus,  neither  designation  nor  nondesignation 
would  have  a  significant  effect  on  satisfying  future 
wilderness  demand. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 

14.  Impacts  on  Utility  and  Communication  Facility 
Development.  In  the  RMP,  a  zoning  classification 
system  for  such  facilities  was  adopted.  The  Hack  Lake 
WSA  and  9,852  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  were 
classified  as  unsuitable  for  such  facilities  and  any  future 
proposals  would  be  rejected  regardless  of  wilderness 
designation.  The  Eagle  Mountain  WSA,  Castle  Peak 
WSA,  and  5,148  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  were 
classified  as  sensitive  for  such  facilities.  Applications 
within  sensitive  zones  would  be  considered  only  if 
mitigation  measures  would  reduce  the  potential  impacts 
of  proposals  on  sensitive  resources.  Wilderness 
designation  would  change  the  classification  to 
unsuitable  and  preclude  any  future  development.  No 
significant  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  because  there 
are  no  proposals  for  such  facilities  within  these  WSAs 
and  because  of  the  availability  of  alternative  locations 
for  such  facilities  outside  of  the  WSAs. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 

15.  Impacts  on  Private  or  State  Inholdings.  The  Eagle 
Mountain,  Hack  Lake,  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  do  not 
contain  any  private  or  state  inholdings.  The  Bull  Gulch 
WSA  does  not  contain  any  private  inholdings  but  does 
contain  636  acres  of  split-estate  land  (federal  surface/ 
state-owned  subsurface)  which  has  low  mineral 
potential.  No  exploration  or  development  is  projected 
in  any  of  the  alternatives. 


The  issue  of  how  wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation 
could  affect  non-federal  mineral  inholdings  was  identified 
in  the  scoping  process.  This  issue  was  dropped  because  no 
activity  is  expected  and  the  uses  on  these  lands  would  not 
change  as  a  result  of  wilderness  designation  or  nondesig- 
nation. Also,  BLM  is  required  to  allow  access  to  inholdings 
in  a  designated  wilderness.  Designation  or  nondesignation 
would  not  impact  non-federal  inholdings;  therefore, 
inholdings  are  not  an  issue  in  this  FEIS. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  the  Eagle  Mountain,  Hack  Lake,  and  Castle 
Peak  WSAs,  but  is  analyzed  for  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  in 
this  FEIS. 

16.  Impacts  on  Social  Conditions.  The  impacts  of 
wilderness  designation  on  social  conditions  were 
considered.  It  was  determined  that  local  social  impacts 
of  any  suitable  or  nonsuitable  wilderness  recommen- 
dations would  be  insignificant.  Relative  to  the  currently 
available  wilderness  acreage  and  wilderness  opportun- 
ities near  the  resource  area,  any  proposals  considered 
in  this  FEIS  would  not  significantly  affect  the  quality 
of  life  or  lifestyles  in  the  local  area. 

Therefore,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  analysis 
for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 

1 7.  Impacts  on  Economic  Conditions.  Two  impact  topics 
for  economic  conditions  were  identified:  (a)  impacts 
from  resource  management  as  affected  by  wilderness 
designation  and  (b)  economic  analysis  of  wilderness 
designation. 

a.  Impacts  from  Resource  Management.  No  mineral 
production  is  presently  occurring,  no  economic  supplies 
of  minerals  have  been  identified,  and  no  development 
is  anticipated  because  of  the  identified  low  potential 
within  any  of  the  WSAs.  Thus,  economic  conditions 
related  to  minerals  are  not  expected  to  be  affected  under 
any  of  the  alternatives.  Because  livestock  grazing  would 
not  be  significantly  affected  in  any  of  the  WSAs  under 
any  alternative  (see  also  Issue  8),  economic  conditions 
related  to  livestock  grazing  would  also  not  be  affected. 

If  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  would  be 
designated  as  wilderness  in  their  entirety,  proposed  timber 
harvesting  would  be  precluded  (see  also  Issue  10).  The 
proposed  average  annual  harvest  levels  of  eight  thousand 
board  feet  of  sawtimber  and  300  cords  of  fuelwood  in  the 
Bull  Gulch  WSA  and  .66  million  board  feet  of  sawtimber 
in  the  Castle  Peak  WSA  would  generate  an  estimated 
$78,000  per  year  increase  in  local  income.  Although  the 
loss  of  this  income  would  adversely  impact  the  local  forest 
products  industry,  the  effect  on  the  overall  economy  would 
not  be  significant.  The  merchantable  timber  proposed  to 
be  harvested  yearly  in  the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSA 
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is  less  than  2  percent  of  the  35.9  million  board  feet  harvested 
annually  on  the  surrounding  White  River  National  Forest. 

Economic  conditions  related  to  recreational  use  within 
the  WSAs  would  not  be  affected.  Except  for  recreational 
off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use,  which  would  be  precluded  in 
the  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  by  wilderness 
designation  (see  also  Issue  1 1 ),  all  other  existing  recreational 
activities  could  continue  to  occur  whether  or  not  the  WSAs 
are  designated  as  wilderness.  Because  the  ORV  use  foregone 
in  the  two  WSAs  is  relatively  low  (200  visits  annually  in 
the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  and  150  visits  annually  in  the  Castle 
Peak  WSA)  and  because  this  use  could  be  absorbed  by 
other  public  land  in  the  resource  area,  income  generated 
by  ORV  use  would  not  be  affected. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 

b.  Economic  Analysis  of  Wilderness  Designation.  The 
economic  significance  of  these  4  WSAs  totaling  27,280 
acres  is  considered  minimal  when  viewed  in  relation 
to  the  647,059  acres  (7  areas)  of  designated  wilderness 
on  the  surrounding  White  River  National  Forest.  A 
study  of  wilderness  in  Colorado  (Walsh  1981) 
estimated  the  economic  value  of  wilderness  in  Colorado 
by  measuring  wilderness  recreation  use  and  preservation 
values.  The  study  was  conducted  on  a  state-wide  basis 
and  the  values  were  partially  based  on  potential 
increases  in  wilderness  acreage  throughout  the  state. 
The  Walsh  study  does  indicate  that  wilderness 
preservation  has  intrinsic  value,  even  to  those  who  may 
never  actually  visit  an  area.  Because  the  study  was 
not  site-specific  and  because  of  the  abundance  of 
existing  wilderness  near  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  and  the  relatively  small  acreage  of  the 
four  WSAs,  these  values  may  not  be  appropriate. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 


OTHER  WILDERNESS  STUDY 
CONSIDERATIONS 


The  extent  to  which  wilderness  designation  of  an  area 
under  study  would  contribute  to  expanding  the  diversity 
of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  (NWPS), 
a  determination  of  whether  an  area  can  be  effectively 
managed  as  wilderness,  and  a  determination  of  whether 
wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation  would  be 
consistent  with  other  agency  plans  and  policies  are 
requirements  of  the  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Policy.  Because 
these  issues  do  not  have  environmental  consequences,  they 
will  not  be  analyzed  in  detail  in  this  document,  but  will 


be  discussed  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Report.  Brief 
information  on  each  of  these  issues  as  they  relate  to  the 
four  WSAs  follows: 

1.  Diversity  in  the  NWPS.  This  topic  has  three 
components:  (a)  expanding  the  diversity  of  natural 
systems  and  features,  (b)  expanding  wilderness 
opportunities  within  a  day's  drive  of  major  population 
centers,  and  (c)  balancing  the  geographic  distribution 
of  wilderness. 

a.  Natural  Systems  and  Features.  All  four  WSAs  are 
within  the  ecoregion  defined  by  Bailey  (1978)  as  the 
southern  Rocky  Mountain  forest  province.  The  Eagle 
Mountain,  Hack  Lake,  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  are 
characterized  by  the  vegetative  type  defined  by  Kuchler 
(1964)  as  the  western  spruce-fir  forest  which  is  prevalent 
in  existing  wildernesses  near  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  in  Colorado,  and  in  the  northern  and 
middle  Rocky  Mountain  physiographic  regions.  The 
Bull  Gulch  WSA  is  dominated  by  the  vegetative  type 
defined  by  Kuchler  as  juniper-pinyon  woodlands.  This 
WSA  is  the  only  area  within  the  local  region  with 
wilderness  potential  for  this  vegetation  type.  However, 
the  juniper-pinyon  woodlands  vegetation  type  is 
prevalent  in  the  physiographic  regions  to  the  west  and 
south  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  and 
is  the  dominant  vegetation  type  of  numerous  BLM  and 
National  Park  Service  WSAs  in  the  states  of  Utah, 
Arizona,  New  Mexico  and  also  BLM  WSAs  in  western 
Colorado  outside  the  southern  Rocky  Mountain 
physiographic  region.  Thus,  designation  of  any  of  the 
WSAs  would  not  significantly  expand  natural  systems 
and  features  in  the  NWPS,  but  designation  of  the  Bull 
Gulch  WSA  would  provide  an  ecosystem /landform 
that  is  not  represented  in  the  local  wilderness  supply. 

b.  Major  Population  Centers.  Standard  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Areas  (SMSAs)  within  a  day's  driving  time 
(5  hours)  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  are 
shown  in  Table  1-4.  Approximately  3  million  acres 
of  existing  designated  wilderness  and  numerous  areas 
under  wilderness  study  are  within  a  day's  driving  time 
of  one  or  more  of  these  population  centers.  Thus, 
designation  of  any  of  the  WSAs  would  not  significantly 
expand  wilderness  opportunities  within  a  day's  drive 
of  major  populations  centers. 

c.  Geographic  Distribution.  The  State  of  Colorado 
contains  2,676,540  acres  of  designated  wilderness.  The 
local  area,  adjacent  to  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area,  contains  eight  designated  wildernesses  totaling 
997,824  acres.  An  additional  8,000  acres  is  proposed 
as  an  addition  to  one  of  these  areas.  Thus,  designation 
of  any  of  the  WSAs  would  not  significantly  expand 
the  geographic  distribution  of  wilderness. 
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Table  1-4. 

Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Areas  within  5- 

Hours  Drive  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 

Area 


Area 

County 

Population1 

Distance 

Denver/Boulder 

Adams 

Arapahoe 

Boulder 

Denver 

Douglas 

Gilpin 

Jefferson 

1,619,921 

3-Vi  hours 

Colorado  Springs 

El  Paso 
Teller 

317,458 

4-V2  to  5  hours 

Fort  Collins 

Larimer 

149,184 

A-Vi  to  5  hours 

Greeley 

Weld 

123,43 

4-te  to  5  hours 

Pueblo 

Pueblo 

125,972 

5  hours 

Total  Population 

2,335,973 

Colorado  Division  of  Planning,  1 980  census  figures 

Note:  A  standard  metropolitan  statistical  area  is  defined  as  a 
county  with  at  least  one  city  of  50,000  inhabitants  or  more 
plus  as  many  adjacent  counties  metropolitan  in  character 
which  are  socially  integrated  with  that  central  city  or  cities. 


Consistency  with  Other  Plans  and  Policies.  Designation 
of  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs  would 
be  consistent  with  the  plans  and  policies  of  the  U. 
S.  Forest  Service,  State  of  Colorado,  Pitkin  County, 
and  Garfield  County.  Designation  of  the  Bull  Gulch 
WSA  would  be  consistent  with  the  policies  of  the  State 
of  Colorado  but  would  not  be  consistent  with  the 
policies  of  Eagle  County.  Designation  of  the  Castle 
Peak  WSA  would  not  be  consistent  with  the  policies 
of  the  State  of  Colorado  nor  Eagle  County.  Comments 
received  on  the  DEIS  from  the  above  agencies  are 
reprinted  in  Chapter  5. 


REPORTING 


Upon  the  completion  of  this  study,  recommendations  as 
to  whether  the  WSAs  are  suitable  or  nonsuitable  for 
designation  as  wilderness  will  be  made  through  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  the  President.  Reports  on  all  wilderness 
study  areas  must  reach  the  President  no  later  than  October 
21,  1991.  Congress  has  the  sole  authority  for  designating 
any  federal  land  as  wilderness.  Congress  will  take  the 
recommendations  submitted  by  the  President  along  with 
any  other  information  it  may  have  obtained  through  its 
own  sources  and,  after  debate  and  counsel,  will  pass 
legislation  that  would  formally  designate  WSAs  as  wilderness 
or  release  them  for  uses  other  than  wilderness. 


2.  Manageability.  All  four  WSAs  could  be  managed  as 
wilderness.  The  potential  for  powersite  development 
and  the  state-owned  minerals  in  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA 
are  the  only  resource  values/conflicts  in  any  of  the 
WSAs  considered  to  have  any  manageability  impli- 
cations. However,  because  neither  powersite  nor 
mineral  development  is  anticipated  within  the  Bull 
Gulch  WSA,  these  values  would  not  be  expected  to 
significantly  affect  manageability. 

The  lack  of  easily  identifiable  boundaries  where  property 
lines  are  used  presents  a  minor  manageability  problem. 
Where  this  occurs,  fencing  or  a  system  of  signs  and  markers 
would  be  used  to  define  the  boundaries. 

Because  of  their  small  size,  the  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack 
Lake  WSAs  would  only  be  manageable  for  wilderness  as 
additions  to  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness  and 
the  Rat  Tops  Wilderness  administered  by  the  U.  S.  Forest 
Service.  Providing  for  efficient  and  consistent  management 
with  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  would  not  be  expected  to 
be  a  problem. 


CHANGES  FROM  THE 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 


This  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS) 
encompasses  the  wilderness  portion  of  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  incorporates 
numerous  changes  and  corrections  that  resulted  from 
administrative  actions  and  comments  on  the  DEIS.  The 
significant  changes  in  the  analysis  that  have  been  made 
between  the  DEIS  and  the  FEIS  are  described  below. 
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Implementation  of  Resource  Management 
Plan 


Amendment  of  Wilderness  Inventory 
Decisions 


In  the  DEIS,  the  affected  environment  described  the 
existing  resource  values  and  uses  that  would  be  affected 
by  the  various  management  actions  in  the  proposed  RMP. 
Adoption  of  the  RMP  and  the  implementation  of  these 
management  actions  provide  the  basis  for  the  analysis  in 
this  document.  These  actions  are  in  two  categories  described 
below: 

1.  The   RMP   identifies   management   actions   that  are 

independent  of  a  wilderness  suitability  recommendation 
and  are  compatible  with  the  BLM's  Interim  Manage- 
ment Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness 
Review  (IMP)  and  BLM's  Wilderness  Management 
Policy.  These  actions  were  implemented  upon  approval 
of  the  RMP  and,  therefore,  changed  the  existing 
environment  in  the  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs). 
These  actions  are  included  in  the  descriptions  of  the 
affected  environment  for  each  WSA  in  Chapter  3  in 
this  document.  An  example  of  this  type  of  action  is 
the  establishment  of  an  area  of  critical  environmental 
concern  (ACEC)  within  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA. 

2.  The  RMP  also  identifies  management  actions  based  on 

the  preliminary  suitability  recommendations  that  would 
not  be  implemented  until  a  Congressional  decision  is 
made.  These  actions  include  those  that  are  incompatible 
with  the  IMP  and  the  Wilderness  Management  Policy 
and  those  that  would  change  if  a  suitability  recom- 
mendation would  not  be  accepted  by  Congress.  These 
type  of  actions  do  not  change  the  existing  environment 
and  will  be  discussed  in  the  Environmental  Conse- 
quences chapter  in  this  document.  An  example  of  this 
type  of  action  is  timber  management  and  harvesting 
in  the  Castle  Peak  WSA. 


An  amendment  of  wilderness  inventory  decisions, 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  December  30,  1 982, 
excluded  the  entire  Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  WSAs 
from  wilderness  consideration  under  Section  603  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
(FLPMA)  because  they  were  less  than  5,000  acres  in  size. 
This  notice  also  identified  that  split-estate  acreages  (federal 
surface/nonfederal  subsurface)  in  WSAs  could  not  be 
considered  for  wilderness  designation  under  Section  603. 
Specific  split-estate  acreages  to  be  excluded  from  wilderness 
consideration,  including  636  acres  having  state-owned 
minerals  in  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA,  were  identified  in  a  notice 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  March  17,  1983.  The 
March  17,  1983,  Federal  Register  notice  also  granted 
permission  to  continue  consideration  of  the  Eagle  Mountain 
and  Hack  Lake  WSAs  for  wilderness  designation  under 
Section  202  of  FLPMA. 

On  April  18, 1985,  a  U.S.  District  Court  Decision  vacated 
the  amendment  as  it  related  to  split-estate  acreages  and 
restored  them,  including  the  636  acre  area  in  the  Bull  Gulch 
WSA,  to  wilderness  study  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA. 
The  court  also  held  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has 
discretionary  authority  to  study  areas  of  less  than  5,000 
acres  for  wilderness.  Following  the  court  decision,  the 
Secretary  directed  all  areas  included  in  the  litigation  of  less 
than  5,000  acres  would  be  studied  under  Section  202  of 
FLPMA,  with  the  exception  of  those  areas  that  had  been 
previously  studied  under  Section  202  of  FLPMA  and  had 
been  released  by  the  BLM  State  Director  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  study. 


Hack  Lake  Wilderness  Study  Area 


No  Action  Alternative 

The  BLM's  planning  regulations  and  the  Wilderness  Study 
Policy  require  the  identification  and  analysis  of  a  No  Action 
Alternative.  In  the  DEIS,  the  No  Action  Alternative  was 
the  No  Wilderness  Alternative  in  the  RMP's  Continuation 
of  Current  Management  Alternative.  Because  of  the 
implementation  of  the  RMP,  the  No  Action  Alternative 
in  this  FEIS  has  been  expanded  to  reflect  the  management 
decisions  adopted  in  the  RMP  such  as  the  ORV  designation 
in  all  WSAs  and  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management 
Area  designation. 


The  Hack  Lake  WSA  was  studied  for  wilderness 
designation  in  the  RMP  under  Section  202  of  FLPMA. 
There  is  no  requirement  to  report  the  nonsuitable  portions 
of  WSAs  studied  under  this  section  to  Congress.  Of  the 
original  3,360  acres  studied,  3,350  acres  were  found  to  be 
nonsuitable  during  the  planning  process  and  were  released 
for  uses  other  than  wilderness  in  the  Record  of  Decision 
for  the  RMP  signed  by  the  BLM  Colorado  State  Director 
in  January  1984.  Only  the  10  acres  of  the  WSA  still  under 
wilderness  review  are  analyzed  in  this  document. 
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Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area 

The  DEIS  recommended  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  (15,000 
acres)  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation.  Based  on 
public  comment,  10,414  acres  were  recommended  suitable 
in  the  FEIS.  This  included  636  acres  of  state-owned  minerals 
which  would  be  a  suitable  addition  to  the  Bull  Gulch 
Wilderness  (should  it  be  designated  by  Congress)  provided 
the  state-owned  minerals  can  be  exchanged.  The  State  of 
Colorado  has  indicated  a  willingness  to  make  such  exchanges 
in  BLM  wilderness  areas  (State  of  Colorado  Board  of  Land 
Commissioners,  1983). 


Minerals 

Several  changes  in  mineral  leases  and  mining  claims  in 
WSAs  have  occurred  since  the  DEIS  was  published.  During 
the  preparation  of  the  DEIS,  most  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA 
and  all  of  the  Castle  Peak  WSA  were  leased  for  oil  and 
gas.  The  majority  of  these  leases  have  expired.  Currently, 
2,789  acres  are  leased  for  oil  and  gas  in  the  Bull  Gulch 
WSA  and  3 1 8  acres  are  leased  for  oil  and  gas  in  the  Castle 
Peak  WSA.  These  are  post-FLPMA  leases  having  the 
wilderness  protection  stipulation.  Development  of  these 
leases  could  not  impair  the  WSA's  wilderness  characteristics. 
This  stipulation  would  only  be  dropped  if  the  WSAs  are 
released  by  Congress  from  further  wilderness  review. 


Since  the  DEIS,  7  new  mining  claims  have  been  filed 
in  the  Eagle  Mountain  WSA.  Currently,  there  are  21 
unpatented  lode  claims  in  this  WSA.  Seven  mining  claims, 
3  lode  claims  and  4  placer  claims  are  abandoned  and  void 
in  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  due  to  lack  of  assessment  work. 
Currently,  there  are  no  mining  claims  in  the  Hack  Lake, 
Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs.  All  sections  relating 
to  mineral  leases  and  mining  claims  within  the  WSAs  have 
been  revised  to  include  current  information. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Act  of  1984  (P.L.  98-146)  contained 
language  which  prohibited  mineral  leasing  in  WSAs.  Unless 
this  policy  is  changed  by  Congress,  new  mineral  leases  would 
not  be  issued  in  WSAs  unless  they  were  released  for  uses 
other  than  wilderness  through  legislation.  This  decision  did 
not  affect  leases  issued  prior  to  October  1 ,  1 982. 

In  the  DEIS,  estimates  of  mineral  resource  potentials 
within  the  WSA  were  made  with  the  best  information 
available  at  that  time.  Since  the  DEIS  was  published,  the 
mineral  surveys  required  by  Section  603  of  FLPMA  for 
areas  recommended  as  preliminarily  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation  have  been  completed  by  the  U.  S.  Geological 
Survey  (USGS)  and  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Mines  (USBM).  The 
BLM  prepared  similar  reports  for  the  areas  recommended 
as  nonsuitable.  Descriptions  and  estimates  of  mineral 
resource  potentials  and  values  within  the  WSAs  have  been 
revised  to  include  this  new  information. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 

INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


ALTERNATIVES 
CONSIDERED 


Two   alternatives  are  assessed   for  all   WSAs   in   this 
document:  All  Wilderness  and  No  Wilderness. 

The  All  Wilderness  Alternative  represents  the  maximum 
possible  acreage  that  could  be  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  Each  WSA  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  would  be  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  using  current  WSA  boundaries.  Wilderness 
values  present  in  each  area  would  be  preserved  and  utilization 
of  minerals,  timber,  and  other  resources  in  the  WSAs  would 
be  prohibited  or  restricted.  The  areas  would  be  managed 
according  to  the  Bureau's  Wilderness  Management  Policy 
and  the  provisions  of  the  1 964  Wilderness  Act,  which  states 
that  wildernesses  shall  be  devoted  to  recreational,  scenic, 
scientific,  educational,  conservation,  and  historical  use. 

The  No  Wilderness  Alternative  is  equivalent  to  the  No 
Action  Alternative  required  by  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  and  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Policy.  Under  this 
alternative,  each  WSA  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation.  The  areas  would  be  managed  for  uses  other 
than  wilderness  as  prescribed  by  the  existing  RMP. 

In  addition,  a  Partial  Wilderness  Alternative  is  considered 
for  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA.  The  purpose  of  the  Partial 
Wilderness  Alternative  is  to  modify  the  boundary  of  the 
Bull  Gulch  WSA  to  eliminate  conflicts  with  other  resource 
values  and  to  improve  the  manageability  of  the  area  as 
wilderness.  The  portion  of  the  WSA  recommended  as 
suitable  would  be  managed  to  preserve  wilderness  values 
and  the  nonsuitable  portion  would  be  managed  for  uses 
other  than  wilderness  as  prescribed  in  the  RMP. 

The  suitability  recommendations  and  management  for  the 
WSAs  in  each  alternative  are  described  in  detail  later  in 
this  chapter. 

In  BLM-initiated  actions  such  as  wilderness  studies,  the 
proposed  action  and  the  agency's  preferred  alternative  are 
the  same.  For  the  sake  of  consistency  and  ease  of 
understanding,  the  term   Proposed  Action  will  be  used 


throughout  this  EIS.  As  the  alternatives  for  each  WSA  are 
discussed,  the  Proposed  Action  will  be  identified  and 
discussed  first.  The  Proposed  Action  for  each  WSA  has 
been  identified  based  on  resource  benefits  and  conflicts, 
manageability,  and  public  input  received  throughout  the 
planning  process.  Since  the  pattern  of  future  actions  within 
the  WSAs  cannot  be  predicted  with  complete  certainty, 
assumptions  and  guidelines  were  made  to  allow  the  analysis 
of  impacts  under  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 


ALTERNATIVES 
CONSIDERED  BUT 
ELIMINATED  FROM 
ANALYSIS 


In  studying  the  WSAs,  various  alternatives  were 
considered  but  dropped  from  further  analysis.  These 
alternatives  and  the  reasons  for  not  pursuing  them  are 
described  below. 


EXPANSION  ALTERNATIVE 

The  possibility  of  expanding  the  Eagle  Mountain.  Bull 
Gulch,  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  was  considered,  but  was 
eliminated  because  areas  of  public  land  outside  of  the  present 
boundaries  of  the  WSAs  were  determined  to  lack  wilderness 
characteristics.  Expansion  of  the  Hack  Lake  WSA  was  also 
eliminated  from  consideration.  A  larger  acreage  (3,360  acres) 
was  originally  analyzed  in  the  EIS  on  the  RMP  and  3,350 
acres  were  found  to  be  nonsuitable  and  were  released  upon 
approval  of  the  RMP. 


PARTIAL  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE 
FOR  ALL  WSAs  EXCEPT  BULL  GULCH 
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The  Eagle  Mountain,  Hack  Lake,  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs 
were  assessed  for  boundary  adjustments  to  eliminate  resource 
conflicts  or  improve  manageability  as  wilderness.  Based  on 
management  adopted  in  the  RMP,  neither  the  Eagle 
Mountain  or  Hack  Lake  WSAs  had  significant  resource 
conflicts,  and  no  suitable  boundary  could  be  identified  within 
the  Castle  Peak  WSA  that  would  significantly  reduce 
resource  conflicts  while  maintaining  essential  wilderness 
values.  In  addition,  there  were  no  adjustments  in  any  of 
the  WSAs  that  were  considered  to  improve  the  manageability 
of  the  areas  as  wilderness. 


OTHER  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
ALTERNATIVES 

The  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Policy  calls  for  the 
formulation  and  evaluation  of  alternatives  ranging  from 
resource  protection  to  resource  production.  This  requirement 
was  met  in  the  EIS  on  the  RMP  which  analyzed  four 
alternatives  for  management  of  the  public  lands  in  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area:  (1)  Continuation  of 
Current  Management,  (2)  Resource  Protection,  (3) 
Economic  Development,  and  (4)  Preferred.  The  analysis 
of  these  alternatives  included  the  impacts  of  wilderness 
designation,  nondesignation,  or  partial  designation  of  the 
four  WSAs  and  is  documented  in  the  EIS  on  the  RMP 
and  the  technical  supplement  to  the  DEIS  on  the  RMP. 
Reanalysis  of  alternatives  for  management  of  other  resources 
within  the  WSAs  would  be  duplicative  and  is  not  considered 
to  be  appropriate  since  management  direction  for  all 
resources  was  established  when  the  RMP  was  approved. 


ALTERNATIVES 
CONSIDERED  AND 
ANALYZED  IN  DETAIL 


In  this  section,  the  suitability  recommendations  and 
management  of  resources  under  the  alternatives  considered 
for  each  WSA  will  be  described.  Only  those  resources  in 
a  WSA  for  which  management  actions  were  adopted  in 
the  RMP  or  for  which  management  would  change  between 
alternatives  will  be  discussed.  Management  of  resources  in 
a  WSA  for  which  specific  actions  are  not  identified  will 
be  custodial  in  nature  (e.g.,  monitoring).  Management  actions 
relating  to  issues  not  selected  for  analysis  in  this  FEIS  are 
included  in  order  to  provide  the  complete  management 


prescription  for  each  WSA.  These  actions  also  have 
implications  on  the  issues  selected  for  analysis.  Required 
stipulations  on  management  actions  to  mitigate  adverse 
impacts  are  included  in  the  descriptions  if  applicable  to  the 
particular  WSA.  A  complete  list  of  the  required  management 
stipulations  adopted  in  the  RMP  is  included  in  Appendix 
2.  Standard  stipulations  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  are  listed 
in  Appendix  3. 

The  impacts  under  each  alternative  for  each  WSA  are 
summarized  in  Tables  2-1  through  2-4  which  are  located 
at  the  end  of  this  chapter.  Only  the  issue  topics  selected 
for  detailed  analysis  for  a  particular  WSA  (see  Table  1- 
4)  are  included  in  these  tables. 


EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  WILDERNESS 
STUDY  AREA 

PROPOSED  ACTION  (ALL  WILDERNESS 
ALTERNATIVE) 

The  entire  330  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Eagle  Mountain 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-1). 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  330  acres  from 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing  under 
the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights  as 
of  the  date  of  designation.  No  mineral  leases  are  within 
the  WSA.  No  development  of  the  23  mining  claims  that 
are  presently  located  within  the  WSA  is  anticipated  because 
of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals.  If  exploration 
or  development  activities  would  be  proposed  on  any  of 
the  existing  claims  or  any  other  mining  claims  that  would 
exist  at  the  time  of  designation,  validity  examinations  would 
be  conducted  prior  to  approving  proposed  plans  of 
operations.  Plans  of  operations  would  be  denied  for  claims 
determined  to  be  invalid.  Plans  of  operations  approved  for 
valid  claims  would  have  to  include  provisions  to  ensure 
that: 

1.  There  will  be  no  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation 

of  wilderness  character. 

2.  If  mechanical   or  motorized  equipment,   including 

helicopter  and  fixed  wing  aircraft  (beyond  casual  use), 
will  be  used,  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative. 
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3.  The  reclamation  measures  included  in  the  plan  of 
operations  are  adequate  to  provide  for  restoration  as 
near  as  practicable  of  the  surface  of  the  land  disturbed. 

Livestock  Grazing  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  (330  acres)  will  continue  to  be  allotted 
for  livestock  grazing  at  the  existing  level  of  17  animal  unit 
months  (AUMs).  Currently,  no  range  developments  are 
planned  within  the  WSA. 

Timber  Resources  Actions 

Productive  forest  land  within  the  WSA,  totaling  190  acres, 
are  identified  as  unsuitable  for  management  and  would  not 
be  available  for  harvesting. 

Recreation  Resources  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  (330  acres)  would  be  closed  to  off- 
road  vehicle  (ORV)  use.  Currently,  no  recreation 
developments  are  planned  within  the  WSA.  The  WSA 
would  be  managed  to  provide  for  continuing  nonmotorized 
recreational  opportunities  such  as  hunting  and  hiking  in  a 
natural  setting.  Use  levels  are  expected  to  remain 
approximately  the  same  as  existing  levels  (estimated  10  visits 
annually). 


NO  WILDERNESS  (NO  ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE) 

The  entire  330  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Eagle  Mountain 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-1). 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  (330  acres)  would  be  open  to 
appropriation  under  the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws. 
Exploration  and  development  of  mineral  resources  would 
be  allowed  subject  to  the  surface  management  regulations 
that  are  designed  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue 
degradation  of  the  environment  and  require  reasonable 
reclamation  of  disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities. 
No  development  is  anticipated  because  of  the  identified  low 
potential  for  all  minerals.  Because  of  the  annual  "assessment 
work"  required  to  keep  mining  claims  current,  minor 
exploration  activities  are  anticipated.  However,  exploration 
is  not  expected  to  exceed  historical  levels  which  have 
produced  no  discernible  surface  disturbance. 


Livestock  Grazing  Actions 

Management  of  livestock  grazing  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  the  All  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Timber  Resources  Actions 

Management  of  timber  resources  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  the  All  Wilderness  Alternative. 

Recreation  Resources  Actions 

Except  for  the  ORV  designation,  recreation  management 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  the  All  Wilderness 
Alternative.  In  this  alternative,  the  entire  WSA  (330  acres) 
would  be  open  to  ORV  use,  but  no  known  use  is  presently 
occurring  nor  anticipated. 

A  summary  of  environmental  impacts  for  Eagle  Mountain 
WSA  is  shown  in  Table  2-1. 


HACK  LAKE  WILDERNESS  STUDY 
AREA 

PROPOSED  ACTION  (ALL  WILDERNESS 
ALTERNATIVE) 

The  entire  10  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Hack  Lake 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-2).  There  is  no  livestock  grazing 
in  this  unit. 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  the  entire  WSA 
(10  acres)  from  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and 
from  leasing  under  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights  as  of  the  date  of  designation.  No  mining  claims 
or  leases  are  currently  located  within  the  WSA  and  no 
exploration  or  development  are  anticipated  because  of  the 
identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals. 

However,  if  any  mining  claims  would  be  located  within 
the  WSA  prior  to  designation,  validity  examinations  would 
be  conducted  prior  to  approving  proposed  plans  of 
operations.  Plans  of  operations  would  be  denied  for  claims 
determined  to  be  invalid.  Plans  of  operations  approved  for 
valid  claims  would  have  to  include  provisions  to  ensure 
that: 
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EAGLE     MOUNTAIN 


Tabic  2-1. 
WSA— SUMMARY 
ALTERNATIVE 


OF     IMPACTS     BY 


Resource 
Values/ Uses 


Proposed  Action 
(All  Wilderness 
Alternative) 


No  Wilderness/ 
No  Action 
Alternative 


Energy  and  Impacts  would  be  insignificant 

Mineral  because  of  low  potential  for 

Development  all  minerals.  Exploration 

and  development  of  potential, 
undiscovered  energy  and 
mineral  resources  would  be 
prohibited,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights.  No  valid 
rights  are  anticipated. 

Wilderness  All  wilderness  values  would 

Values  receive  long-term  statutory 

protection. 


No  effect  on  energy  and 
mineral  exploration  and 
development  because  potential 
mineral  resources  would  be 
available  for  development. 
No  exploration  and  development 
is  anticipated  because  of  the 
low  potential  for  all  minerals 

Although  no  development  is 
anticipated,  existing 
management  and  low  mineral 
potential  would  be  expected 
to  protect  all  wilderness 
values  in  the  long  term. 
Although  there  is  not 
statutory  protection,  no 
adverse  impact  to  wilderness 
values  would  be  anticipated 
in  the  foreseeable  future. 


1.  There  will  be  no  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation 

of  wilderness  character. 

2.  If  mechanical  or  motorized  equipment,  including 
helicopter  and  fixed  wing  aircraft  (beyond  casual  use), 
will  be  used,  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative. 

3.  The  reclamation  measures  included  in  the  plan  of 
operations  are  adequate  to  provide  for  restoration  as 
near  as  practicable  of  the  surface  of  the  land  disturbed. 

Recreation  Resources  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  (10  acres)  would  continue  to  be  closed 
to  ORV  use.  No  recreation  developments  would  be 
constructed  within  the  WSA.  The  WSA  would  be  managed 
to  provide  for  continuing  nonmotorized  recreational 
opportunities  (i.e.,  hunting,  hiking,  etc.)  in  a  natural  setting. 
Use  levels  are  expected  to  remain  approximately  the  same 
as  existing  levels.  No  use  has  been  documented  in  the  WSA. 


NO  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE  (NO 
ACTION  ALTERNATIVE) 

The  entire  10  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Hack  Lake 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-2). 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  (10  acres)  would  be  open  to  appro- 
priation under  the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws. 
Exploration  and  development  of  mineral  resources  would 
be  allowed  subject  to  the  surface  management  regulations 
that  are  designed  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue 
degradation  of  the  environment  and  require  reasonable 
reclamation  of  disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities. 
A  no  surface  facilities  stipulation  would  be  attached  to  any 
oil  and  gas  leases  issued  within  the  WSA.  No  mining  claims 
or  leases  are  currently  within  the  WSA  and  no  exploration 
or  development  are  anticipated  because  of  the  identified 
low  potential  for  all  minerals. 
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Recreation  Resources  Actions 

Recreation  management  would  be  the  same  as  described 
under  the  All  Wilderness  Alternative.  The  WSA  would 
continue  to  be  part  of  the  Hack  Lake  Recreation 
Management  Area  which  is  closed  to  ORV  use  and  managed 
to  provide  nonmotorized  recreational  opportunities  in  a 
natural  setting. 

A  summary  of  environmental  impacts  for  Hack  Lake 
WSA  is  shown  in  Table  2-2. 


BULL  GULCH  WILDERNESS 
STUDY  AREA 

PROPOSED  ACTION  (PARTIAL 
WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE) 

Approximately  10,414  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Bull 
Gulch  WSA  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  The  remaining  4,586  acres  of  the 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  (see  Map  2- 
3). 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 
INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  9,778  acres  from 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing  under 
the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights  as 
of  the  date  of  designation.  No  mining  claims  or  leases  are 
currently  located  within  the  suitable  portion  of  the  WSA 
and  no  exploration  or  development  are  anticipated  because 
of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals.  However, 
if  mining  claims  would  be  located  within  the  suitable  portion 
of  the  WSA  prior  to  designation,  validity  examinations 
would  be  conducted  prior  to  approving  proposed  plans  of 
operations.  Plans  of  operations  would  be  denied  for  claims 
determined  to  be  invalid.  Plans  of  operations  approved  for 
valid  claims  would  have  to  include  provisions  to  ensure 
that: 


1. 


There  will  be  no  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation 
of  wilderness  character. 

If  mechanical  or  motorized  equipment,  including 
helicopter  and  fixed  wing  aircraft  (beyond  casual  use), 
will  be  used,  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative. 

The  reclamation  measures  included  in  the  plan  of 
operations  are  adequate  to  provide  for  restoration  as 
near  as  practicable  of  the  surface  of  the  land  disturbed. 


Table  2-2. 


HACK  LAKE  WSA— SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Resource 
Values/Uses 


Proposed  Action 
(All  Wilderness 
Alternative) 


No  Wilderness/ 
No  Action 
Alternative 


Energy  and  Impacts  would  be  insignificant 

Mineral  because  of  the  low  potential 

Development  for  all  minerals.  Explor- 

ation and  development  of 
potential,  undiscovered  energy 
and  mineral  resources  would 
be  prohibited,  subject  to 
valid  existing  rights.  No 
valid  rights  are  anticipated. 

Wilderness  All  wilderness  values 

Values  would  receive  long-term 

statutory  protection. 


No  effect  on  energy  and 
minerals  because  potential 
mineral  resources  would  be 
available  for  exploration  and 
development.  However, 
exploration  or  development 
would  not  be  anticipated 
because  of  the  low  potential 
for  all  minerals. 

Although  there  is  no  statutory 
protection,  no  adverse  impacts 
to  wilderness  values  are 
anticipated  in  the 
foreseeable  future.  Existing 
management  and  low  mineral 
development  potential  would 
be  expected  to  protect  all 
wilderness  values  in  the 
long-term. 
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Initially,  the  636-acre  area  of  state-owned  minerals  within 
the  suitable  portion  (see  Map  3-1 )  would  be  open  to  mining 
and  mineral  leasing  at  the  State's  discretion.  Currently,  no 
leases  exist  within  this  area  and  no  exploration  or 
development  are  anticipated.  If  the  mineral  estate  would 
be  acquired,  this  area  would  also  be  withdrawn  from  all 
forms  of  appropriation  and  managed  the  same  as  the 
remainder  of  the  suitable  portion. 

The  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA  (4,586  acres)  would 
continue  to  be  open  to  appropriation  under  the  mining  and 
mineral  leasing  laws.  There  are  no  existing  pre-FLPMA 
leases  and  2,789  leases  of  post-FLPMA  lease  in  the 
nonsuitable  portion.  The  wilderness  stipulation  on  these 
leases  would  prevent  impairment  of  wilderness  values. 

A  no  surface  facilities  stipulation  would  be  attached  to 
any  oil  and  gas  leases  within  1/2  mile  of  the  Colorado 
River  (approximately  207  acres)  to  protect  riparian  values 
and  floodplains  (see  Map  3-1).  Seasonal  restrictions  on  oil 
and  gas  development  would  protect  important  seasonal  big 
game  habitat  on  950  acres  (see  Map  3-1).  Leases  on  the 
remaining  3,429  acres  of  the  nonsuitable  portion  would  be 
issued  with  the  standard  stipulations  used  for  all  leases. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  Actions 

Big  game  wildlife  habitat  would  be  managed  consistent 
with  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  populations  goals 
for  deer  and  elk.  The  population  goals  for  1988  are  a  22 
percent  increase  for  deer  (estimated  current  population  is 
700)  and  a  5  percent  decrease  for  elk  (estimated  current 
population  is  175).  Management  actions  in  the  suitable 
portion  of  the  WSA  would  be  custodial  in  nature  and  would 
be  directed  toward  protection  of  crucial  winter  range  for 
both  species.  No  habitat  improvement  projects  are  planned 
within  the  suitable  portion  of  the  WSA  (10,414  acres). 

In  the  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA  (4,586  acres), 
mineral  leasing  would  be  restricted  by  the  seasonal 
stipulations  identified  under  the  Energy  and  Mineral 
Resources  Actions  for  this  alternative.  In  addition,  wildlife 
habitat  improvement  projects  would  be  implemented  to 
enhance  crucial  winter  range  for  deer  and  elk.  Following 
wood  harvesting  in  productive  woodlands,  sale  areas  would 
be  seeded  and  converted  to  forage  species  for  deer  and  elk 
(see  Map  3-2).  An  average  of  22  acres  would  be  seeded 
annually.  Up  to  750  acres  of  the  1,079  acres  of  sagebrush 
areas  identified  as  suitable  for  vegetation  manipulation  would 
be  treated  to  improve  forage  for  deer  and  elk  (see  Map 
3-2).  An  average  of  38  acres  would  be  treated  annually. 

The  WSA  is  considered  marginal  habitat  for  sage  grouse. 
Small,  isolated  populations  are  known  to  exist  within  the 
area.  However,  their  numbers  have  remained  essentially  static 
for  many  years.  Consequently,  no  management  actions  are 
expected  that  would  change  sage  grouse  habitat. 


Required  management  stipulations  for  woodland 
harvesting  are  listed  under  Timber  Resources  Actions  for 
this  alternative.  Required  management  stipulations  for 
vegetation  manipulation  follow: 

-  The  Recommended  Guidelines  for  the  Mainte- 
nance of  Sage  Grouse  Habitat  promulgated  by 
the  Western  Association  of  State  Game  and  Fish 
Commissioners  will  be  followed  when  planning 
and  conducting  sagebrush  control  projects  within 
occupied  sage  grouse  habitat.  Major  points  in  the 
guidelines  include  consultation  with  the  Division 
of  Wildlife,  protection  of  breeding  complexes  (and 
nesting  areas),  winter  concentration  areas,  and 
design  of  control  areas. 

-  Areas  receiving  moderate  to  high  soil  disturbance 
during  treatment  or  an  understory  ground  cover 
less  than  10  percent  will  be  seeded  with  a  mixture 
of  grass,  forb,  and  browse  species.  Livestock 
grazing  will  be  prohibited  on  all  seeded  areas  for 
two  growing  seasons. 

-  New  roads  or  trails  leading  to  or  on  treatment 
areas  normally  will  be  physically  closed  following 
completion  of  the  project.  Activities  occurring 
during  the  winter  or  early  spring  will  be  completed 
in  the  shortest  period  and  number  of  seasons 
possible  in  critical  deer  and  elk  winter  range. 

Livestock  Grazing  Actions 

The  WSA  will  continue  to  be  allotted  for  livestock  grazing 
at  existing  levels.  Portions  of  five  grazing  allotments  are 
within  the  WSA.  These  allotments  have  a  total  combined 
allocation  of  2,067  AUMs.  No  additional  range  develop- 
ments are  planned  within  the  WSA. 

Timber  Resources  Actions 

Productive  forest  land,  totaling  478  acres  and  1.65  million 
board  feet  (MMBF),  and  productive  woodland,  totaling 
1,01 1  acres  and  13,750  cords  are  within  the  suitable  portion 
of  the  WSA.  No  other  productive  forest  land  or  woodland 
exist  in  the  remaining  562  acres  outside  the  9,852  acre  Bull 
Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area  but  inside  the  area 
recommended  suitable  for  wilderness.  Timber  harvest  would 
be  managed  to  stay  within  cumulative  sedimentation  rates 
in  the  208  Plan  Guidelines  which  could  require  deferment 
of  future  timber  sales. 

In  the  4,586  acre  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA, 
productive  forest  land,  totaling  137  acres  (.65  MMBF);  and 
productive  woodland,  totaling  1,048  acres  (14,250  cords), 
would  be  managed  and  available  for  commercial  harvesting 
(see  Map  3-2).  On  a  sustained  yield  basis,  an  average  of 
8  thousand  board  feet  of  timber  on  2  acres  and  300  cords 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 
INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


of  fuelwood  on  22  acres  would  be  harvested  annually.  An 
average  annual  harvest  of  8  thousand  board  feet  of  timber 
would  not  be  economically  feasible,  and  therefore  it  is 
assumed  harvesting  would  occur  in  three  harvests  at  20 
to  30  year  intervals  with  each  harvest  including  approx- 
imately 45  acres  and  0.22  MMBF  of  timber.  Approximately 
3  to  4  miles  of  roads  would  be  constructed  to  access  1 1 
sale  areas.  Timber  harvests  would  be  managed  to  keep  the 
cumulative  sedimentation  within  208  Guidelines. 

Required  management  stipulations  for  timber  manage- 
ment follow: 

-  To  maintain  big  game  populations,  timber 
harvesting  haul  roads  may  be  seasonally  or 
permanently  closed  following  timber  harvesting. 

-  Roadways,  landings,  and  other  heavily- 
disturbed  sites  will  be  reclaimed  by  establishing 
a  ground  cover. 

-  Adequate  snags  for  cavity-dwelling  wildlife 
species  will  be  left  at  forest  edges,  adjacent  to 
aquatic  and  riparian  areas,  and  near  clearcut 
boundaries. 

-  Buffers  will  be  maintained  around  10  raptor 
nest  sites  located  on  the  northwest  side  of  the 
WSA.  Size  of  buffers  will  be  determined  based 
on  topography  and  design  of  harvest  areas. 

-  In  wooded  areas,  clearcuts  will  be  restricted  to 
40  acres  or  less  in  size,  limited  in  width  to  400 
yards,  and  irregular  in  shape  to  enhance  edge  effect. 
Adequate  thermal  and  hiding  cover  for  deer  and 
elk  will  be  retained  in  or  adjacent  to  treatment 
areas. 

-  Forty  percent  of  an  elk  summer  range  will  be 
maintained  in  a  forested  type  with  a  75  percent 
tree  canopy. 

-  Harvesting  in  aspen  woodland  will  be  prohibited 
from  May  1  to  July  15  unless  on-site  inspection 
reveals  that  fawning  deer  will  not  likely  be 
disturbed. 

-  Pinyon-juniper  woodland  harvesting  occurring 
in  critical  big  game  winter  range  will  be  restricted 
from  January  16  to  April  30  if  determined  to 
be  detrimental  to  big  game 

-  New  roads  or  trails  leading  to  or  on  treatment 
areas  normally  will  be  physically  closed  following 
completion  of  the  project.  Activities  occurring 
during  the  winter  or  early  spring  will  be  completed 
in  the  shortest  period  and  number  of  seasons 
possible  in  critical  deer  and  elk  winter  range. 


-  Roads  will  be  constructed  to  ensure  revegetation 
of  all  cuts  and  fill  slopes,  stabilization  of  road 
surfaces  and  installation  of  culverts,  ditches,  water 
bars,  and  runouts  to  reduce  potential  runoff  and 
erosion. 

Recreation  Resources  Actions 

The  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area  consisting 
of  9,852  acres  is  within  the  suitable  portion  of  the  WSA 
and  is  currently  closed  to  ORV  use  and  is  managed  to 
provide  nonmotorized  recreational  opportunities  in  a  natural 
setting  (see  Map  3-2).  Currently,  no  recreation  developments 
are  planned  within  the  entire  WSA. 

In  addition  to  the  9,852  acres  already  closed  to  ORV 
use  within  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area, 
the  remaining  562  acres  of  the  suitable  portion  (a  narrow 
finger  on  the  northern  border)  of  the  WSA  would  be  closed 
to  ORV  use.  The  suitable  portion  would  be  managed  to 
provide  continuing  nonmotorized  recreational  opportunities 
such  as  hunting  and  hiking  in  a  natural  setting. 

The  entire  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA  (4,586  acres) 
would  continue  to  be  open  to  ORV  use  and  would  be 
managed  to  provide  for  both  nonmotorized  and  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  in  a  setting  that  generally  appears 
unmodified  but  does  contain  evidence  of  other  resource 
activities  and  uses. 

Use  levels  throughout  the  WSA  are  expected  to  remain 
approximately  the  same  as  current  levels  (approximately 
700  visits  annually). 


ALL  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE 

The  entire  15,000  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Bull  Gulch 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-3). 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  14,364  acres 
from  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing 
under  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
as  of  the  date  of  designation.  No  claims  are  currently  located 
within  the  WSA  and  no  exploration  or  development  are 
anticipated  because  of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all 
minerals. 

However,  if  any  mining  claims  would  be  located  within 
the  WSA  prior  to  designation,  validity  examinations  would 
be  conducted  prior  to  approving  proposed  plans  of 
operations   Plans  of  operations  would  bo  denied  for  claims 
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determined  to  be  invalid.  Plans  of  operations  approved  for 
valid  claims  would  have  to  include  provisions  to  ensure 
that: 

1.  Management  activity   will  be  subject  to  reasonable 

regulation   to   prevent   impairment  of  wilderness 
characteristics. 

2.  If  mechanical  or  motorized  equipment,  including 
helicopter  and  fixed  wing  aircraft  (beyond  casual  use), 
will  be  used,  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative. 


3. 


The  reclamation  measures  included  in  the  plan  of 
operations  are  adequate  to  provide  for  restoration  as 
near  as  practicable  of  the  surface  of  the  land  disturbed. 

If  the  existing  post-FLPMA  leases  on  2,789  acres  (see 
Map  3-1)  do  not  expire  by  the  time  of  designation, 
development  activities  would  be  allowed  subject  to  the 
stipulations  attached  to  the  leases  at  the  time  of  issuance 
which  include  the  standard  oil  and  gas  stipulations  (see 
Appendix  3)  that  may  be  attached  to  all  leases  supplemented 
by  a  provision  that  activities  can  occur  only  if  wilderness 
values  are  not  impaired.  No  exploration  or  development 
are  anticipated  on  these  leases  because  of  the  identified  low 
potential  for  all  minerals. 

Initially,  the  636-acre  area  of  state-owned  minerals  (see 
Map  3-1)  would  be  open  to  mining  and  mineral  leasing 
at  the  State's  discretion.  Currently,  no  leases  exist  within 
this  area  and  no  exploration  or  development  are  anticipated. 
If  the  mineral  estate  would  be  acquired,  this  area  would 
also  be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  and 
managed  the  same  as  the  rest  of  the  WSA. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  Actions 

Wilderness  designation  would  provide  habitat  protection 
from  resource  disturbing  activities  including  timber 
harvesting  and  vegetation  manipulation.  Management 
actions  in  the  WSA  would  be  custodial  in  nature  and  would 
be  directed  toward  protection  of  crucial  winter  range  for 
deer  and  elk.  Big  game  wildlife  habitat  would  be  managed 
consistent  with  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's 
populations  goals  for  deer  and  elk.  The  population  goals 
for  1988  are  a  22  percent  increase  for  deer  (estimated  current 
population  is  700)  and  a  5  percent  decrease  for  elk  (estimated 
current  population  is  175). 

Since  timber  harvesting  and  vegetation  manipulation 
would  be  precluded  in  this  alternative,  proposed  habitat 
improvement  projects  on  1,798  acres  would  not  occur. 

Livestock  Grazing  Actions 

Management  of  livestock  grazing  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 


Timber  Resources  Actions 

In  addition  to  the  9,852  acres  already  excluded  from 
timber  management  and  harvesting  within  the  Bull  Gulch 
Recreation  Management  Area,  the  remaining  5,148  acres 
within  the  WSA  would  be  excluded  from  timber 
management  and  harvesting. 

Recreation  Resources  Actions 

In  addition  to  the  9,852  acres  already  closed  to  ORV 
use  within  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area, 
the  remaining  5,148  acres  within  the  WSA  would  be  closed 
to  ORV  use.  Currently,  no  recreation  developments  are 
planned  within  the  WSA.  The  WSA  would  be  managed 
to  provide  nonmotorized  recreational  opportunities  such  as 
hunting  and  hiking  in  a  natural  setting.  Of  the  current  700 
total  visits  annually,  approximately  200  ORV  visits  would 
be  precluded  in  this  alternative.  Use  levels  for  all  other 
activities  are  expected  to  remain  approximately  the  same 
as  current  levels  (approximately  500  visits  annually)  unless 
additional  legal  access  to  the  WSA  can  be  acquired.  Attempts 
would  be  made  to  acquire  legal  public  access  through  private 
land  along  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  WSA  under  all 
alternatives.  It  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time  whether 
these  attempts  would  be  successful. 


NO  WILDERNESS  (NO  ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE) 

The  entire  15,000  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Bull  Gulch 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-3). 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

The  portion  of  the  WSA  with  federally-owned  minerals 
(14,364  acres)  would  be  open  to  appropriation  under  the 
mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws.  No  exploration  or 
development  are  anticipated  because  of  the  identified  low 
potential  for  all  minerals.  Exploration  and  development  of 
mineral  resources  would  be  allowed,  however,  subject  to 
the  surface  management  regulations  that  are  designed  to 
prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the 
environment  and  require  reasonable  reclamation  of 
disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities. 

A  "no  surface  facilities"  stipulation  would  be  attached 
to  any  oil  and  gas  leases  issued  within  the  Bull  Gulch 
Recreation  Management  Area  or  within  1/2  mile  of  the 
Colorado  River  to  protect  scenic  and  recreational  values 
in  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area  and  riparian 
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values  and  floodplains  along  the  Colorado  River.  This 
stipulation  would  affect  9,894  acres  within  the  WSA  (see 
Map  3-1).  An  additional  950  acres  would  have  seasonal 
restrictions  on  exploration,  drilling,  or  other  oil  and  gas 
development  activity  to  protect  important  seasonal  wildlife 
habitat.  Activities  would  be  prohibited  between  January 
1 5  and  April  30  of  each  year  on  approximately  350  acres 
and  between  March  20  and  May  20  of  each  year  on 
approximately  600  acres  (see  Map  3-1). 

Leases  on  the  remaining  3,429  acres  of  the  nonsuitable 
portion  would  be  issued  with  the  standard  stipulations  used 
for  all  leases.  Until  their  expiration,  existing  post-FLPMA 
leases  on  2,789  acres  (see  Map  3-1)  would  be  subject  only 
to  the  stipulations  attached  at  the  time  of  issuance  which 
include  the  standard  oil  and  gas  stipulations  that  may  be 
attached  to  all  leases  supplemented  by  a  provision  that 
activities  can  occur  only  if  wilderness  values  are  not  impaired 
(see  Appendix  2). 

The  636-acre  area  of  state-owned  minerals  would  be  open 
to  mining  and  mineral  leasing  at  the  State's  discretion. 
Currently,no  leases  exist  within  this  area  and  no  development 
is  anticipated. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  Actions 

Big  game  habitat  management,  including  proposed  habitat 
improvement  projects,  would  be  the  same  as  described  under 
the  Proposed  Action. 

Livestock  Grazing  Actions 

Livestock  grazing  management  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Timber  Resources  Actions 

Timber  resources  management,  for  both  productive  forest 
land  and  productive  woodlands,  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Recreation  Resources  Actions 

Recreation  management  would  be  essentially  the  same 
as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action.  The  only  difference 
is  that  562  acres  closed  to  ORV  use  under  the  Proposed 
Action  would  continue  to  be  open  to  ORV  use.  However, 
the  topography  of  this  area  is  unsuitable  for  ORV  use  and 
no  use  is  presently  occurring  nor  anticipated. 

A  summary  of  environmental  impacts  for  Bull  Gulch 
WSA  is  shown  in  Table  2-3. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 
INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

CASTLE  PEAK  WILDERNESS 
STUDY  AREA 

PROPOSED  ACTION  (NO  WILDERNESS/ 
NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE) 

The  entire  1 1,940  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Castle  Peak 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-4). 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  (11,940  acres)  would  be  open  to 
appropriation  under  the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws. 
No  exploration  or  development  are  anticipated  because  of 
the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals.  Exploration 
and  development  of  mineral  resources  would  be  allowed, 
however,  subject  to  the  surface  management  regulations  that 
are  designed  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation 
of  the  environment  and  require  reasonable  reclamation  of 
disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities.  Approximately 
7,660  acres  would  have  seasonal  restrictions  on  exploration, 
drilling,  or  other  oil  and  gas  development  activities  to  protect 
elk  calving  areas  (see  Map  3-3).  Activities  would  be 
prohibited  between  May  1  and  July  1  of  each  year.  Leases 
on  the  remaining  4,280  acres  would  be  issued  with  the 
standard  stipulations  that  may  be  used  for  all  leases  (see 
Appendix  2).  Until  its  expiration,  the  existing  post-FLPMA 
lease  on  318  acres  (see  Map  3-3)  would  be  subject  only 
to  the  stipulations  attached  at  the  time  of  issuance  which 
include  the  standard  oil  and  gas  stipulations  that  may  be 
attached  to  all  leases  and  supplemented  by  a  provision  that 
activities  can  occur  only  if  wilderness  values  are  not  impaired 
(see  Appendix  2). 

Aquatic  Wildlife  Actions 

Aquatic  habitat  on  2.9  miles  of  Castle  Creek,  1.9  miles 
of  Catamount  Creek,  1.0  mile  of  Norman  Creek,  and  3 
acres  of  Edges  Lake  would  be  improved  (see  Map  3-4). 
The  habitat  improvement  projects  include  instream  structures 
to  create  riffles  and  pools,  streambank  or  shoreline  structures 
to  stabilize  banks,  reduce  erosion,  and  plantings  to  provide 
cover. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  Actions 

Big  game  wildlife  habitat  would  be  managed  consistent 
with  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  populations  goals 
for  deer  and  elk.  The  population  goals  for  1988  are  a  22 
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Tabic  2-3. 
BULL  GULCH  WSA— SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Proposed  Action 

All 

No  Wilderness/ 

Resource 

(Partial  Wilderness 

Wilderness 

No  Action 

Values/Uses] 

Alternative) 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Big  Game 
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Habitat  and 
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Action. 

Populations 

would  be  protected 

WSA  would  prevent 

from  habitat 

habitat  disruption 

disruption  by 
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mineral  exploration 

Projected  populations 

and  development. 

of  850  deer  and  160 

No  exploration  or 

elk  would  still  be 

development  would  be 

maintained  although 

anticipated.  Pro- 

the forage  quality 

jected  population  of 

and  browse  condition 

850  deer  and  160  elk 

for  these  animals 

would  be  maintained. 

would  not  be 

Habitat  improvements 

improved. 

on  1 ,798  acres  would 

increase  wildlife 

forage  by  1 ,275 

AUMs  and  improve 

critical  winter 

range  conditions. 

Timber 

The  annual  average 

Wilderness  desig- 

Same as  Proposed 

Production 

sustained  yield 

nation  of  the  entire 

Action. 

would  be  8  thousand 

WSA  (15,000  acres) 

board  feet  of  timber 

would  remove  1 37 

(2  acres  and  300 

acres  of  productive 

cords  of  fuelwood 

forest  land  (.65  MMBF 

(22  acres). 

of  timber)  and  1,048 
acres  of  productive 
woodland  (14,250 
cords  of  fuelwood) 
from  the  current 
allowable  harvest 
base.  This  would 
result  in  a  loss  of 
8  thousand  board 
feet  of  timber 
(2  acres)  and 
300  cords  of 
fuelwood  (22 
acres)  annually. 
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Table  2-3.  (continued) 
BULL  GULCH  WSA— SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Proposed  Action 

All 

No  Wilderness/ 

Resource 

(Partial  Wilderness 

Wilderness 

No  Action 

Values/Uses] 

Alternative) 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Erosion  and 

Designation  would 

Erosion  and  sedimen- 

Same as  those 

Sedimen- 

prevent increases 

tation  would  remain 

described  for  the 

tation 

in  erosion  and 

at  or  near  current 

non-suitable  portion 

sedimentation  in 

levels. 

in  the  Proposed 

the  suitable  portion 

Action.  This  is 

of  the  WSA  (10,414 

because  timber  har- 

acres). In  the  non- 

vesting  and  vegeta- 

suitable portion, 

tion  manipulation, 

timber  harvesting 

the  only  activities 

and  vegetation 

that  would  affect 

manipulation  on  an 

erosion  and  sedimen- 

average of  62  acres 

tation  rates,  are 

disturbed  per  year 

located  in  that  part 

would  cause  short- 

of  the  WSA  described 

term  increases  in 

as  the  non-suitable 

erosion  and  sediment- 

portion in  the 

ation  rates  of  up  to 

Proposed  Action. 

200  tons  per  year. 

In  the  long  term, 

rates  would  decline 

to,  or  below,  existing 

levels. 

Energy  and 

There  would  be 

No  significant 

Potential  energy 

Mineral 

no  mineral  develop- 

impacts because  of 

and  mineral 

Development 

ment  in  the  WSA 

the  low  potential 

resources  would  be 

because  of  the  low 

for  all  minerals. 

available  for 

potential  for  all 

Exploration  and 

development.  No 

minerals.  Explora- 

development of 

exploration  or 

tion  and  leasing 

potential  energy  and 

development  are 

could  be  allowed  on 

mineral  resources 

anticipated 

3,429  acres  in  the 

prohibited  on  14,364 

because  of  the 

non-suitable  portion 

acres  subject  to 

low  development 

and  on  636  acres  of 

valid  existing 

potential  for 

state  owned  minerals 

rights.  No  valid 

all  minerals 

in  the  suitable 

rights  are 

including  oil  and 

portion.  An 

anticipated. 

gas. 

additional  1,157 

acres  in  the  non- 

suitable  portion 

would  be  available 

for  leasing  subject 

to  no  surface 

occupancy  or  seasonal 

stipulations. 
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Table  2-3.  (continued) 
KM  I   (iUK  II  WSA     SUMMARY  ()l   IMPACTS  BY  Al  IIRNAIIVI 


Proposed  Action 

All 

No  Wilderness/ 

Resource 

(Partial  Wilderness 

Wilderness 

No  Action 

Values/Uses] 

Alternative) 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Recrea- 

Wilderness desig- 

Recreation settings 

Same  as  Proposed 

tional 

nation  would  main- 

and non-motorized 

Action. 

opportuni- 

tain recreational 

uses  would  be 

ties  and 

opportunities  or 

maintained.  An 

Use 

settings  in  the 

additional  5,148 

suitable  portion  of 

acres  would  be 

the  WSA  (10,414 

closed  to  ORV  use, 

acres).  All 

resulting  in  a  loss 

recreational 

of  200  ORV  visits 

opportunities 

annually  within  the 

including  ORV  use 

WSA.  The  impacts  of 

would  continue  to  be 

shifting  this  use  to 

available  in  the 

other  public  lands 

nonsuitable  portion 

would  be  negligible. 

(4,586  acres).  Use 

Use  levels  for  all 

levels  in  the  WSA 

other  activities, 

totaling  about  700 

totalling  about  500 

visits  annually  are 

visits  annually,  are 

expected  to  remain 

expected  to  remain 

at  current  levels. 

at  current  levels. 

Wilderness 

Wilderness  desig- 

Wilderness values 

Wilderness  values 

Values 

nation  would  provide 

on  1 5,000  acres 

would  not  receive 

long-term  statutory 

would  receive  long- 

statutory  protec- 

protection. Pres- 

term statutory  pro- 

tion. However, 

ervation  of  all 

tection.  Preserva- 

no short  term  loss 

wilderness  values 

tion  of  all  wilder- 

of wilderness 

would  be  assured  on 

ness  values  would  be 

values  is  expected 

9,778  acres  and  is 

assured  on  14,364 

on  1 0,4 1 4  acres 

anticipated  on  the 

acres  and  anticipated 

because  of  existing 

remaining  636  acres 

on  636  acres  because 

restrictive 

of  the  suitable  por- 

development of 

management  (e.g., 

tion  because  develop- 

state-owned minerals 

mineral  leasing 

ment  of  state-owned 

expected. 

restrictions,  ORV 

minerals  is  not 

closure)  and  lack 

expected  to  occur. 

of  development 

Timber  harvesting 

potential.  Timber 

and  vegetation  manip- 

harvesting, veget- 

ulation would  cause 

ation  manipulation, 

loss  of  naturalness 

and  continued  ORV 

on  1 ,798  acres  in  the 

use  would  cause 

unsuitable  portion 

localized  reductions 

over  the  long  term. 

of  opportunities  for 

Timber  harvesting. 

primitive  recreation 

vegetation  manip- 

and solitude  on  a 

ulation,  and  continued 

total  of  4,586 

ORV  use  would  cause 

acres. 

localized  reductions 

of  opportunities  for 

primitive  recreation 

and  solitude  on 

4,586  acres. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 
INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


percent  increase  for  deer  (estimated  current  population  is 
1,000)  and  a  5  percent  decrease  for  elk  (estimated  current 
population  is  400).  No  habitat  improvement  projects  are 
planned  within  the  WSA.  Other  than  the  seasonal  mineral 
leasing  restrictions  identified  under  Energy  and  Minerals 
Resources  Actions  for  this  alternative,  management  would 
be  custodial  in  nature  and  directed  toward  protection  of 
elk  calving  and  deer  fawning  areas. 

Livestock  Grazing  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  ( 1 1 ,940  acres)  will  continue  to  be  allotted 
for  livestock  grazing  at  existing  levels.  Portions  of  six  grazing 
allotments  are  within  the  WSA.  These  allotments  have  a 
total  combined  allocation  of  3,794  AUMs.  Currently,  no 
additional  range  improvements  are  planned  within  the  WSA. 

Timber  Resources  Actions 

Productive  forest  land  within  the  WSA,  totaling  9,450 
acres  and  59  MMBF,  would  be  managed  and  available  for 
commercial  harvesting  (see  Map  3-4).  On  a  sustained  yield 
basis,  an  average  of  0.66  MMBF  of  timber  on  105  acres 
would  be  harvested  annually.  Approximately  5  to  10  miles 
of  roads  would  be  constructed  to  access  all  sale  areas.  It 
is  estimated  that  approximately  2  miles  of  these  roads  would 
remain  open  for  recreational  use.  Timber  harvests  would 
be  managed  to  keep  the  cumulative  sedimentation  within 
the  208  Guidelines. 

Required  management  stipulations  for  timber  manage- 
ment follow: 

-  Surface-disturbing  activities  will  be  restricted  in 
or  near  riparian  areas.  The  size  of  the  restricted 
area  will  be  determined  based  on  topography  and 
design  of  harvest  areas. 

-  Equipment  will  not  be  allowed  to  move  up  or 
down  stream  channels.  Heavy  equipment  will 
cross  streams  only  at  designated  or  constructed 
crossings  with  culverts  and  bridges  designed  to 
allow  upstream  migration  of  fish. 

-  Timber  harvesting  haul  roads  will  be  seasonally 
or  permanently  closed  following  timber  harvesting 
if  monitoring  determines  that  disturbance  to  big 
game  becomes  excessive. 

-  Roadways,  landings,  and  other  heavily- 
disturbed  sites  will  be  reclaimed  by  establishing 
a  ground  cover. 


-  In  wooded  areas,  clearcuts  will  be  restricted  to 
40  acres  or  less  in  size,  limited  in  width  to  400 
yards,  and  irregular  in  shape  to  enhance  edge  effect. 
Adequate  thermal  and  hiding  cover  for  deer  and 
elk  will  be  retained  in  or  adjacent  to  treatment 
areas. 

-  Forty  percent  of  an  elk  summer  range  will  be 
maintained  in  a  forested  type  with  a  75  percent 
tree  canopy. 

-  Conifer  and  aspen  harvesting  will  be  prohibited 
in  elk  calving  areas,  and  a  buffer  zone  will  be 
provided  around  these  areas.  The  size  of  the  buffer 
zone  will  be  determined  based  on  topography  and 
design  of  harvest  areas.  Within  the  buffer  zone, 
timber  harvesting  will  be  prohibited  between  May 
1  and  June  15. 

-  Harvesting  in  aspen  woodland  will  be  prohibited 
from  May  1  to  July  1 5  unless  on-site  inspection 
reveals  that  fawning  deer  will  not  likely  be 
disturbed. 

-  New  roads  or  trails  leading  to  or  on  treatment 
areas  normally  will  be  physically  closed  following 
completion  of  the  project.  Activities  occurring 
during  the  winter  or  early  spring  will  be  completed 
in  the  shortest  period  and  number  of  seasons 
possible. 

-  Roads  will  be  constructed  to  ensure  revegetation 
of  all  cuts  and  fill  slopes,  stabilization  of  road 
surfaces  and  installation  of  culverts,  ditches,  water 
bars,  and  runouts  to  reduce  potential  runoff  and 
erosion. 

Recreation  Resource  Actions 

ORV  use  in  the  entire  WSA  (11,940  acres)  would 
continue  to  be  limited  to  designated  routes  except  for 
snowmobiles  operating  on  snow.  Currently,  ORV  use  in 
the  WSA,  except  for  snowmobiles,  is  only  allowed  on  specific 
routes  totalling  4.5  miles  (see  Map  3-4).  The  entire  WSA 
would  continue  to  be  managed  to  provide  for  both 
nonmotorized  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  in 
a  setting  that  generally  appears  unmodified  but  does  contain 
evidence  of  other  resource  activities  and  uses.  No  recreation 
developments  are  planned  within  the  WSA  whether  or  not 
the  area  is  designated  wilderness.  Use  levels  are  expected 
to  remain  approximately  the  same  as  current  levels 
(approximately  2,050  visits  annually). 


-  Adequate  snags  for  cavity-dwelling  wildlife 
species  will  be  left  at  forest  edges,  adjacent  to 
aquatic  and  riparian  areas,  and  near  clearcut 
boundaries. 
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CHAPTER  2 

ALL  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE 

The  entire  1 1,940  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Castle  Peak 
WSA  would  be  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation  (see  Map  2-4). 

Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  Actions 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  1 1 ,940  acres 
from  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing 
under  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
as  of  the  date  of  designation.  No  claims  are  currently  located 
within  the  WSA  and  no  exploration  or  development  are 
anticipated  because  of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all 
minerals. 

However,  if  any  mining  claims  would  be  located  within 
the  WSA  prior  to  designation,  validity  examinations  would 
be  conducted  prior  to  approving  proposed  plans  of 
operations.  Plans  of  operations  would  be  denied  for  claims 
determined  to  be  invalid.  Plans  of  operations  approved  for 
valid  claims  would  have  to  include  provisions  to  ensure 
that: 

1.  Management  activity  will  be  subject  to  reasonable 
regulation  to  prevent  impairment  of  wilderness 
characteristics. 

2.  If  mechanical  or  motorized  equipment,  including 
helicopter  and  fixed  wing  aircraft  (beyond  casual  use), 
will  be  used,  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative. 

3.  The  reclamation  measures  included  in  the  plan  of 

operations  are  adequate  to  provide  for  restoration  as 
near  as  practicable  of  the  surface  of  the  land  disturbed. 

Development  activities  on  the  existing  318  acre  oil  and 
gas  lease  (see  Map  3-1)  would  be  allowed  if  the  lease  has 
not  expired  by  the  time  of  designation  and  subject  to  the 
stipulations  attached  to  the  lease  at  the  time  of  issuance 
which  include  the  standard  oil  and  gas  stipulations  that  may 
be  attached  to  all  leases  supplemented  by  a  provision  that 
activities  can  occur  only  if  wilderness  values  are  not  impaired 
(see  Appendix  2).  No  exploration  or  development  are 
anticipated  on  the  lease  because  of  the  identified  low  potential 
for  all  minerals. 


listed  in  the  Proposed  Action  would  all  be  accomplished 
with  mechanized  equipment. 

Terrestrial  Habitat  Actions 

Big  game  habitat  management  would  be  essentially  the 
same  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action.  The  only 
difference  is  that  the  seasonal  mineral  leasing  restrictions 
to  protect  deer  and  elk  habitat  would  not  be  necessary 
because  mineral  leasing  and  timber  harvesting  would  not 
occur  under  this  alternative. 

Livestock  Grazing  Actions 

Livestock  grazing  management  would  be  the  same  as 
described  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Portions  of  six  grazing 
allotments  (3,794  AUMs)  will  continue  to  be  grazed  at 
existing  levels.  No  range  projects  are  planned. 

Timber  Resources  Actions 

Timber  management  on  9,450  acres  of  productive  forest 
land  and  harvesting  of  59  MMBF  would  not  be  allowed 
within  the  WSA  (1 1,940  acres). 

Recreation  Resources  Actions 

The  entire  WSA  (1 1,940  acres)  would  be  closed  to  ORV 
use.  Currently,  no  recreation  developments  are  planned  in 
the  WSA.  The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  provide 
nonmotorized  recreational  opportunities  such  as  hunting  and 
hiking  in  a  natural  setting.  Except  for  ORV  use  of  150 
visits  annually  which  would  be  precluded  in  this  alternative, 
use  levels  are  expected  to  remain  approximately  the  same 
as  current  levels  (approximately  1,900  visits  annually). 
Attempts  would  be  made  to  acquire  legal  public  access 
through  private  land  along  the  northern  and  western 
boundaries  of  the  WSA  under  all  alternatives. 

A  summary  of  environmental  impacts  for  Castle  Peak 
WSA  is  shown  in  Table  2-4. 


Aquatic  Wildlife  Actions 

Aquatic  habitat  on  2.9  miles  of  Castle  Creek,  1.9  miles 
of  Catamount  Creek,  1.0  mile  of  Norman  Creek,  and  3 
acres  of  Edges  Lake  could  be  improved  as  in  the  Proposed 
Action  if  proposed  projects  would  be  determined  to  be 
consistent  with  wilderness  management.  It  is  assumed  for 
the  purpose  of  analysis  that  the  same  projects  could  be 
allowed  as  in  the  Proposed  Action  except  they  would  be 
accomplished  without  mechanized  equipment.  The  projects 
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Table  2-4. 
CASTLE  PEAK  WSA— SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  BY  ALTERNATIVE 


Resource 
Values/ Uses 


Proposed  Action 
(No  Wilderness/ 
No  Action  Alternative) 


All  Wilderness 
Alternative 


Erosion  and 
Sedimentation 


Energy  and 

Mineral 

Exploration 

and 

Development 


Aquatic 
Habitat 
and 
Populations 


Big  Game 
Habitat 
and 
Populations 


Timber  harvesting  and  road 
construction  on  an  average 
135  acres  disturbed  per  year 
would  cause  short-term 
increases  in  erosion  and 
sedimentation  rates  of  up  to 
460  tons  per  year,  but  is  not 
expected  to  exceed  the 
threshold  levels  given  in  the 
208  Plan.  In  the  long-term, 
rates  would  return  to  or  below 
pre-existing  levels. 

No  exploration  or  development 
or  development  are  anticipated 
because  of  the  low  potential 
for  all  minerals  including 
oil  and  gas. 


Impacts  from  timber  harvesting 
over  the  long  term  would  cause 
major  but  short-lived  impacts 
on  fisheries.  Once 
disturbances  are  stabilized  and 
stream  sedimentation  reduced, 
the  aquatic  habitat  would 
rapidly  improve.  Aquatic 
habitat  improvement  project 
would  increase  sediment  levels. 
However,  over  the  long  term 
(1-5  years),  habitat  improve- 
ments on  5.8  miles  of  streams 
and  one  lake  (3  acres)  would 
improve  aquatic  habitat 
conditions  and  increase  fish 
productivity. 

Projected  populations  of  1,225 
deer  and  375  elk  would  be 
maintained.  In  the  long  term, 
timber  harvesting  would  cause 
minor  temporary  habitat 
disruption  and  displacement  ol 
big  game  to  other  portions  of 
the  WSA. 


Increases  in  erosion  and 
sedimentation  because  timber 
harvesting  would  be  precluded. 


Exploration  and  development 
of  mineral  resources  would 
be  prohibited  on  1 1,940 
acres  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights,  although 
there  is  low  mineral 
potential.  No  valid  rights 
are  anticipated. 

Over  the  long  term  (1-5  years) 
habitat  improvement  on  5.8 
miles  of  streams  and  one  lake 
(3  acres)  would  improve 
aquatic  habitat  conditions 
and  increase  fish  produc- 
tivity Aquatic  habitat 
quality  could  be  reduced  from 
habitat  improvement  projects 
in  the  short  term  through 
increased  sediment  levels. 


Projected  populations  of  1,225 
deer  and  375  elk  would  be 
maintained.  Habitat  disrupt- 
lion  and  displacement  of  big 
game  associated  with  timber 
harvesting  would  not  occur. 
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Table  2-4  (continued) 
CASTLE  PEAK  WSA     SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS  BY  Al  II  RNAIIVI 


Proposed  Action 


Resource 

(No  Wilderness/ 

Values/Uses 

No  Action  Alternative) 

Timber 

Timber  production  would  be 

Production 

allowed  on  forest  land  in  the 

current  allowable  harvest 

base.  The  annual  sustained 

yield  would  be  0.66  MMBF  of 

timber. 

All  Wilderness 
Alternative 


Recreational 
Opportunities 
and  Use 


Wilderness 
Values 


Recreation  settings  and  uses 
would  be  maintained  in  the  WSA. 
Use  levels,  totaling  about 
2,050  visits  per  year,  are 
expected  to  remain  at  current 
levels.  Localized  displace- 
ment of  non-motorized  primitive 
recreation  (about  25  visits 
annually)  would  occur. 


The  overall  effect  would  be 
the  loss  of  wilderness 
characteristics  throughout 
the  WSA  because  of  the 
wide-spread  distribution  of 
impacts  from  timber  harvesting. 


Wilderness  designation  would 
remove  9,450  acres  of 
productive  forest  land  from 
the  allowable  harvest  base. 
59  MMBF  of  productive  timber 
with  an  annual  sustained 
yield  of  0.66  MMBF  would  be 
foregone.  While  these 
figures  appear  significant 
for  the  resource  area,  they 
become  very  insignificant 
when  compared  to  the  annual 
allowable  harvest  of  35.9 
MMBF  of  merchantable  timber 
on  the  surrounding  White 
River  National  Forest. 

The  existing  recreational 
setting  and  non-motorized 
uses  would  be  maintained. 
The  entire  WSA  would  be 
closed  to  ORV  use,  resulting 
in  a  loss  of  150  ORV  visits 
annually  within  the  WSA. 
The  impacts  of  shifting 
this  use  to  other  public 
lands  would  be  negligible. 
Non-motorized  activities, 
totalling  about  1,900  visits 
annually,  are  expected  to 
remain  at  current  levels. 

All  wilderness  values  on 
1 1 ,940  acres  would  receive 
long-term  statutory 
protection. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 
AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


CHAPTER  3 
AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


This  chapter  describes  the  environment  of  the  areas  that 
would  be  affected  by  the  alternatives  identified  in  Chapter 
2.  The  descriptions  for  each  WSA  include  only  those  resource 
values  or  uses  selected  for  detailed  analysis  in  the  scoping 
process  (see  Chapter  1  and  Table  1-3). 


These  claims  encompass  virtually  all  of  the  WSA.  Five  of 
the  lode  claims  and  one  mill  site  claim  date  from  1939. 


Wilderness  Values 


EAGLE  MOUNTAIN 
WILDERNESS  STUDY 
AREA  (CO-070-392) 


Setting 


Eagle  Mountain  WSA  is  located  eight  miles  west  of  Aspen 
and  is  contiguous  to  the  161,540  acre  Maroon  Bells- 
Snowmass  Wilderness.  The  WSA  contains  330  acres  of 
steep,  mountainous  topography  with  elevations  ranging  from 
8,280  feet  along  the  eastern  boundary  to  9,937  feet  at  the 
summit  of  Eagle  Mountain.  Topographically,  the  WSA  is 
a  natural  extension  of  the  Wilderness  Area  (see  Map  2- 
I). 


Energy  and  Mineral  Resources 


Mineral  surveys  conducted  within  the  WSA  by  the  USGS 
and  USBM  revealed  no  identified  mineral  resources  and 
a  low  potential  for  undiscovered  mineral  resources  including 
base  and  precious  metals,  oil,  gas,  and  uranium.  No  mines, 
prospects,  or  mineralized  areas  were  identified  within  the 
WSA  during  the  investigations.  The  surveys  identified  sand, 
gravel,  and  industrial  rock  resources  within  the  WSA,  but 
determined  sufficient  quantities  are  available  elsewhere  to 
satisfy  current  local  needs  (Soulliere  1986a). 

No  mineral  leases  are  within  the  WSA.  BLM  records 
indicate  21  unpatented  lode  claims  and  two  unpatented  mill 
site  claims  located  completely  or  partially  within  the  WSA. 


Mandatory  Wilderness  Characteristics 

Size.  The  WSA  contains  330  acres  of  public  land 
administered  by  the  BLM.  No  private  or  state  lands  are 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  WSA.  The  WSA  was  studied 
under  Section  202  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  as  a  potential  addition 
to  the  contiguous  USFS  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness 
because  the  WSA  is  less  than  5,000  acres  in  size. 

Naturalness.  The  only  imprint  of  man  which  exists  within 
the  WSA  is  a  small  aspen  rail  corral  located  in  a  dense 
aspen  stand. 

Panoramic  views  from  the  WSA  are  available  of  the 
adjacent  wilderness  and  National  Forest  lands  to  the  south 
and  west.  To  the  north  and  east,  there  are  views  of  pastoral 
landscapes  and  the  Snowmass  Ski  Area.  Although  areas 
of  vegetative  manipulation  and  other  activities  of  man  outside 
the  WSA  are  visible,  they  have  a  very  insignificant  effect 
on  the  qualities  of  naturalness  of  the  WSA. 

Outstanding  Opportunities  for  Solitude  or  Primitive  and 
Unconfined  Recreation.  The  WSA  by  itself  does  not  possess 
outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  due  to  its  topography 
and  small  size  (330  acres).  Opportunities  for  sightseeing, 
photography,  hiking,  and  hunting  are  available,  but  are  not 
considered  outstanding.  However,  the  WSA  is  a  natural 
extension  of  the  161,540  acre  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass 
Wilderness  (no  physical  barriers  separate  them)  and  thus, 
shares  the  wilderness  area's  outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude  and  primitive  recreation.  Outside  sights  and  sounds 
of  man's  activities  have  a  negligible  influence  on  these 
opportunities. 
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Special  Features 


Wilderness  Values 


The  WSA  is  rated  as  having  high  quality  scenery  (Class 
A)  in  the  BLM's  visual  resource  management  analysis.  Other 
than  being  contiguous  to  an  existing  wilderness,  no  other 
supplemental  values  exist. 


HACK  LAKE 
WILDERNESS  STUDY 
AREA  (CO-070-425) 


Setting 


Hack  Lake  WSA  which  is  only  10  acres  in  size  is  located 
20  miles  northeast  of  Glenwood  Springs  contiguous  to  the 
196,165  acre  Flat  Tops  Wilderness.  Topographically,  the 
WSA  is  a  natural  extension  of  the  wilderness  area  (see  Map 
2-2).  It  is  divided  into  two  flat-topped  ridges  that  are 
extensions  of  the  Flat  Tops,  a  large  flat  top  mountain.  The 
elevation  of  the  WSA  is  approximately  1 1,000  feet. 


Energy  and  Mineral  Resources 

Mineral  surveys  conducted  within  the  WSA  by  the  USGS 
and  USBM  revealed  no  identified  mineral  resources  and 
a  low  potential  for  undiscovered  mineral  resources  including 
oil,  gas,  coal,  or  uranium.  No  mines,  prospects,  or  mineralized 
areas  have  been  identified  within  the  WSA  (Soulliere  1985). 

No  mineral  leases  are  within  the  WSA  and  BLM  records 
indicate  no  mining  claims  are  located  within  the  WSA. 

The  WSA  is  open  to  mineral  leasing  but  closed  to  oil 
and  gas  surface  facilities  (no  surface  occupancy  stipulation, 
see  Appendix  2). 


Mandatory  Wilderness  Characteristics 

Size.  The  WSA  contains  10  acres  of  public  land 
administered  by  the  BLM  and  consists  of  two  separate 
parcels,  each  about  5  acres  in  size.  No  private  or  state  lands 
are  within  the  boundaries  of  the  WSA.  The  WSA  was  studied 
under  Section  202  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  as  a  potential  addition 
to  the  contiguous  USFS  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  because  the 
WSA  is  less  than  5,000  acres  in  size. 

Naturalness.  The  WSA  is  completely  natural  and  no 
imprints  of  man  are  present.  Sights  and  sounds  outside  the 
WSA  are  limited  to  recreational  and  agricultural  influences 
in  the  Sweetwater  Creek  drainage.  Because  of  distance, 
topographical  isolation,  and  their  limited  and  rural  nature, 
these  influences  have  no  effect  on  the  quality  of  naturalness 
within  the  WSA. 

Outstanding  Opportunities  for  Solitude  or  Primitive  and 
Unconfined  Recreation.  Because  of  its  extremely  small  size, 
the  WSA  does  not  possess  outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude  by  itself.  The  panoramic  views  from  the  rim  of 
the  Flat  Tops  are  the  only  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreational  activity  that  is  outstanding  when  considering 
the  WSA  by  itself.  However,  the  WSA  is  an  extension  of 
the  196,165  acre  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  and  shares  the 
outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive 
recreation  that  are  present  in  the  existing  wilderness.  Outside 
signs  and  sounds  of  man's  activities  have  no  influence  on 
these  opportunities. 


Special  Features 


The  WSA  is  rated  as  high  quality  scenery  (Class  A). 
No  other  supplemental  values,  other  than  being  contiguous 
to  an  existing  wilderness,  have  been  identified. 
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AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 
Energy  and  Mineral  Resources 


WILDERNESS  STUDY 
AREA  (CO-070-430) 


Setting 


The  Bull  Gulch  WSA  which  contains  15,000  acres,  is 
located  south  of  Burns  along  the  Colorado  River.  The  WSA 
is  characterized  by  steep,  rugged,  mountainous  topography 
with  deeply  incised  gulches  and  canyons.  Elevations  range 
from  6,400  feet  along  the  Colorado  River,  the  western 
boundary,  to  10,020  feet  along  the  eastern  boundary. 


Soils 


The  majority  of  the  WSA,  mainly  along  the  Colorado 
River  and  the  central  portion  primarily  north  of  Alamo 
Creek,  consists  of  the  Cushool-RentsacOrthents-Rock 
Outcrop  soil  association.  These  soils  are  shallow  to 
moderately  deep  and  well  to  excessively  drained.  The  erosion 
condition  class  for  this  association  is  moderate  to  high  (5 
to  8  tons  per  year).  The  erosion  condition  class  represents 
an  average  of  the  existing  erosion  rate  for  a  geographic 
area.  The  existing  erosion  rate  for  a  particular  site  may 
be  greater  or  lesser  than  the  average  depending  on  specific 
site  conditions  including  slope  and  vegetative  cover.  The 
southeastern  portion  of  the  WSA  consists  of  the  Dollard- 
Pinelli-Unnamed  Rock  Outcrop-Shale  soil  association  which 
is  shallow  to  deep  and  well  drained.  The  remainder  of  the 
WSA  consists  of  the  Tridell-Browsto-Forrelle  soil  association 
which  is  deep  and  well  to  excessively  drained.  The  erosion 
condition  class  for  the  two  latter  soil  associations  is  moderate 
(5  tons  per  acre  per  year). 

The  sediment  yield  condition  class  for  the  entire  WSA 
is  moderate  (0.56  to  1.40  tons  per  acre  per  year).  The  entire 
WSA  is  in  the  Colorado  River  watershed.  The  portion  of 
the  watershed  east  of  the  Colorado  River  that  drains  directly 
into  the  Colorado  River  encompasses  approximately  75,300 
acres  and  has  an  average  existing  annual  sediment  yield 
of  1 .25  tons  per  acre  per  year. 


The  mineral  surveys  conducted  by  the  USGS  and  USBM 
(Soulliere  1986b)  within  the  portion  of  the  WSA 
recommended  as  suitable  and  the  mineral  assessment 
conducted  by  the  BLM  [BLM  1986a)  within  the  portion 
of  the  WSA  recommended  as  nonsuitable  (see  Map  2-3) 
revealed  no  identified  mineral  resources  and  a  low  potential 
for  undiscovered  mineral  and  energy  resources  including 
base  and  precious  metals,  oil,  gas,  coal,  uranium,  or 
geothermal  resources.  Although  the  southern  one-third  of 
the  WSA  has  a  moderate  potential  for  undiscovered  gypsum 
and  anhydrite,  the  future  exploration  and/or  development 
potential  for  these  minerals  is  considered  low  as  large 
tonnages  of  these  minerals  exist  in  deposits  elsewhere  which 
are  more  readily  extracted,  of  better  grade,  and  closer  to 
existing  markets  (BLM  1986a). 

No  mines  or  prospects  were  identified  within  the  WSA 
during  the  investigations.  The  surveys  identified  sand,  gravel, 
and  industrial  rock  resources  within  the  WSA,  but 
determined  sufficient  quantities  are  available  elsewhere  to 
satisfy  current  local  needs.  There  is  no  record  of  production 
of  mineral  resources  within  or  near  the  WSA.  No 
development  has  occurred  on  a  block  of  patented  mining 
claims  in  Section  24,  T.  3  S.,  R.  86  W.,  that  form  part 
of  the  western  boundary. '  Geophysical  exploration  has 
occurred  in  the  general  area  and  a  well  was  drilled  on  private 
land  east  of  the  WSA  but  was  nonproductive.  During  the 
preparation  of  the  DEIS,  almost  all  of  the  WSA  was  leased 
for  oil  and  gas,  however,  most  of  these  leases  were  allowed 
to  expire  without  development. 

No  mining  claims  are  located  within  the  WSA. 
Approximately  2,789  acres  in  the  southern  portion  of  the 
WSA  are  currently  leased  for  oil  and  gas  (see  Map  3-1). 
These  leases  were  issued  with  the  stipulation  that 
development  can  occur  only  if  activities  do  not  impair 
wilderness  values  (see  Appendix  2). 

The  mineral  estate  on  approximately  636  acres  of  the 
WSA  is  owned  by  the  State  of  Colorado  (see  Map  3-1). 
The  State  Board  of  Land  Commissioners  has  the  authority 
for  issuing  leases  or  other  mineral-related  actions  for  this 
property.  Currently,  no  leases  exist. 

Approximately  9,894  acres  of  the  WSA  encompassing 
the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area  and  the 
remainder  of  the  western  portion  of  the  WSA  within  one- 
half  mile  of  the  Colorado  River  are  open  to  mineral  leasing 
but  is  closed  to  oil  and  gas  surface  facilities  (no  surface 
occupancy  stipulation,  see  Appendix  2)  to  protect  scenic, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  values  in  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation 
Management  Area  and  riparian  values  and  floodplains 
adjacent  to  the  Colorado  River.  Approximately  950  acres 
of  the  WSA  have  seasonal  restrictions  on  exploration. 
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drilling,  or  other  oil  and  gas  development  activity  to  protect 
important  seasonal  wildlife  habitat.  Activities  are  prohibited 
between  January  15  and  April  30  of  each  year  on 
approximately  350  acres  and  between  March  20  and  May 
20  of  each  year  on  approximately  600  acres  (see  Map  3- 
1).  Any  future  leases  issued  within  this  area  will  be  subject 
to  these  restrictions 


Terrestrial  Wildlife  -  Big  Game 


Deer  and  elk  are  present  in  the  WSA  year-round,  but 
the  greatest  concentrations  occur  during  the  winter.  The 
estimated  populations  wintering  in  the  WSA  are  700  deer 
and  175  elk.  The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  population 
goals  for  the  general  area  are  a  22  percent  increase  for 
deer  and  a  5  percent  decrease  for  elk  by  1988.  Approximately 
1 1 ,900  acres,  generally  that  portion  of  the  WSA  below  8,000 
feet  in  elevation,  is  winter  range  for  both  species.  All  of 
the  winter  range  in  and  near  the  WSA  is  classified  as  crucial 
habitat  because  deer  and  elk  are  confined  here  during  periods 
of  heaviest  snow  cover.  Maintenance  of  this  habitat  is  crucial 
to  maintaining  existing  and  projected  populations  and  loss 
of  any  winter  range  would  be  detrimental  to  the  herds. 

That  portion  of  the  WSA  generally  below  7,500  feet 
in  elevation,  approximately  4,950  acres,  is  considered  to 
be  severe  winter  range  (that  part  of  the  range  where  90 
percent  of  the  animals  are  located  when  the  annual  snowpack 
is  at  its  maximum  in  the  two  worst  winters  out  of  ten). 
Sufficient  forage  exists  to  support  existing  and  projected 
populations;  however,  forage  quality  and  browse  condition 
need  significant  improvement,  especially  in  the  transitional 
zones  at  higher  elevations  to  alleviate  early  movement  to 
the  lower  winter  ranges.  Areas  identified  as  suitable  for 
habitat  improvement  projects  are  in  productive  woodlands 
following  harvesting  or  in  the  1 ,079  acres  of  sagebrush  areas 
identified  as  suitable  for  vegetation  manipulation  (see  Map 
3-2). 


Timber  Resources 


Productive  forest  lands  mainly  occur  along  the  eastern 
boundary  of  the  WSA  and  include  Douglas-fir,  aspen, 
Engelmann  spruce,  and  subalpine  fir.  In  addition,  the  western 
side  of  Black  Mountain  contains  ponderosa  pine.  Productive 
forest  lands  total  615  acres  within  the  WSA  with  a  total 
volume  of  2.3  MMBF.  However,  because  of  management 
decisions  in  the  RMP,  productive  forest  lands  within  the 
Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area,  totaling  478  acres 
and   1.65  MMBF,  are  excluded  from  management  and 


harvesting.  The  remaining  137  acres  with  a  volume  of  .65 
MMBf  are  suitable  lor  management  and  harvesting  (sec- 
Map  3-2). 

Productive  woodlands  occur  in  the  southern  and 
southwestern  portions  of  the  WSA  and  total  2,059  acres 
with  a  total  volume  of  28,000  cords.  However,  because 
of  management  decisions  in  the  RMP,  productive  woodlands 
within  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area,  totaling 
1,011  acres  and  13,750  cords,  are  excluded  from 
management  and  harvesting.  The  remaining  1 ,048  acres  with 
a  volume  of  14,250  cords  are  suitable  for  management  and 
harvesting  (see  Map  3-2)  and  represent  about  8  percent 
of  the  suitable  woodland  acreage  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area. 

On  a  sustained  yield  basis,  an  average  of  2  acres  with 
a  volume  of  8  thousand  board  feet  (MBF)  of  timber  and 
22  acres  with  a  volume  of  300  cords  of  fuelwood  could 
be  harvested  annually.  However,  because  an  average  annual 
harvest  of  eight  MBF  of  timber  would  not  be  economically 
feasible,  it  is  assumed  harvesting  would  occur  in  three 
harvests  at  20  to  30  year  intervals  with  each  harvest  including 
approximately  45  acres  and  0.22  MMBF  of  timber. 


Recreation  Opportunities  and  Use 


No  complete  recreation  use  data  for  the  WSA  is  available. 
Annual  visitor  use  estimates  are  approximately  100  camping 
and  hiking  visits,  200  off-road  vehicle  visits,  and  400  big 
game  hunting  visits.  Approximately  4,300  fioatboating  visits 
and  725  fishing  visits  occur  between  Catamount  Bridge  and 
Twin  Bridges,  the  segment  of  the  Colorado  River  that  borders 
the  WSA.  Although  the  river  is  not  within  the  WSA,  public 
land  within  the  WSA  is  used  by  floatboaters  for  camping 
and  picnicking.  Approximately  93  percent  of  the  fioatboating 
use  is  through  commercial  outfitters. 

Approximately  9,852  acres  within  the  WSA  have  been 
identified  as  part  of  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management 
Area.  This  area  is  closed  to  all  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use 
(see  Map  3-2)  and  is  managed  to  provide  opportunities 
for  nonmotorized  recreation  in  a  natural  setting.  This 
recreation  management  area  contains  several  identified 
recreation  features  and  attractions  including  the  high  quality 
scenery  of  the  cliffs  between  Bull  Gulch  and  Black  Mountain 
and  the  unusual  spires  and  pinnacles  near  Jack  Flats,  raptor 
viewing  opportunities,  the  diversity  of  environments,  and 
a  relict  community  of  ponderosa  pine. 

The  remaining  5,148  acres  of  the  WSA  are  open  to  ORV 
use,  although  no  known  use  is  occurring  in  the  extreme 
northern  portion  of  the  WSA  because  of  unsuitable- 
topography.  This  area  is  managed  to  provide  both  motorized 
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and  nonmotorized  recreation  opportunities  in  a  setting  that 
generally  appears  to  be  unmodified  by  man  but  does  contain 
evidence  of  resource  activities  and  uses. 


Wilderness  Values 


Mandatory  Wilderness  Characteristics 

Size.  The  WSA  contains  15,000  acres  of  public  land 
administered  by  the  BLM.  No  private  lands  are  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  WSA,  but  636  acres  of  split-estate  land 
(federal  surface/state-owned  subsurface)  are  within  the 
WSA  (see  Map  3-1). 

Naturalness.  The  WSA  is  predominantly  natural,  with 
a  few  minor  human  imprints  including  ways,  fences,  and 
water  developments.  The  majority  of  these  improvements 
are  concentrated  along  the  boundaries,  mainly  in  the  southern 
and  eastern  portions  of  the  WSA.  The  interior  of  the  WSA 
retains  a  very  high  quality  of  naturalness.  The  steep,  rugged 
topography  and  vegetation  screen  these  minor  human 
imprints  and  minimize  their  impact.  The  overall  influence 
of  these  imprints  on  naturalness  is  negligible. 

Topography  restricts  influences  of  outside  sights  and 
sounds  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  WSA.  Automotive 
traffic,  train  traffic,  and  scattered  homesites  are  visible.  Steep, 
red  sandstone  cliffs  and  pastoral  lands  along  the  Colorado 
River  help  minimize  these  outside  influences.  The  overall 
visual  impressions  from  within  the  WSA  are  of  natural  and 
pastoral  landscapes. 

Outstanding  Opportunities  for  Solitude  or  Primitive  and 
Unconfined  Recreation.  Size,  topography,  vegetative 
screening,  and  configuration  combine  to  provide  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  in  the  WSA.  The  dense  pinyon- 
juniper  stands  and  deep  canyons  and  gulches  including  Posey 
and  Alamo  Creeks  and  Bull  Gulch  provide  numerous 
opportunities  for  solitude  in  the  western  portion  of  the  WSA. 
The  eastern  portion  of  the  WSA  rises  up  from  the  canyons 
through  gradual  rolling  topography  to  a  ridge  reaching 
10,020  feet.  Aspen  and  spruce-fir  are  the  dominant 
vegetation,  blocking  out  sights  and  sounds  and  increasing 
opportunities  for  solitude. 

The  northern  extension  of  the  WSA  is  an  extremely  steep 
cliff  wall  adjacent  to  the  Colorado  River.  Opportunities  for 
solitude  on  the  cliff  are  restricted  because  the  topography 
limits  the  number  of  possible  travel  routes.  The  southern 
extension,  although  narrow,  contains  sufficient  topographic 
and  vegetative  screening  to  provide  numerous  secluded 
places. 


The  diversity  of  ecosystems  within  the  WSA  provides 
outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive  recreation  because 
of  the  variety  of  opportunities  and  features.  The  numerous 
gulches  and  drainages,  specifically  Bull  Gulch,  Posey  Creek, 
and  Alamo  Creek,  offer  an  exceptional  environment  for 
hiking  and  backpacking.  The  cliffs  along  the  Colorado  River 
are  not  conducive  for  technical  climbing  but  do  offer 
opportunities  for  scrambling  between  pinnacles  and  other 
rock  formations.  The  wide  variety  of  wildlife  including  deer, 
elk,  and  raptors  provide  prime  opportunities  for  hunting, 
bird  watching,  and  photography.  The  steep  sandstone  cliffs 
and  canyons  offer  excellent  opportunities  for  sightseeing  and 
photography.  Other  activities  that  can  be  enjoyed  are 
horseback  riding,  cross-country  skiing,  and  snowshoeing. 
Although  the  Colorado  River  is  not  within  the  WSA,  public 
land  within  the  WSA  is  used  by  floatboaters  for  camping, 
picnicking,  and  fishing. 


Special  Features 


Special  features  enhance  outstanding  opportunities  for 
primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  in  the  WSA.  They 
provide  scenic,  scientific,  and  educational  values  through 
the  study  of  the  geologic  formations  and  ecosystems  in  this 
section  of  the  Colorado  River  Canyon. 

The  unusual  sandstone  pinnacles  and  geological 
formations  along  the  Colorado  River  provide  the  WSA  with 
geological,  educational,  and  scenic  values.  The  diversity  of 
ecosystems  including  the  riparian  areas  along  the  Colorado 
River,  the  arid  cliffs  and  sagebrush  areas,  the  spruce-fir  and 
aspen  forests,  and  the  relict  community  of  ponderosa  pine 
offer  ecological  and  educational  significance. 

The  cliffs  along  the  western  boundary  are  a  concentration 
area  for  raptors,  especially  red-tailed  hawks,  prairie  falcons, 
and  golden  eagles.  In  addition,  large  trees  along  the  Colorado 
River  provide  hunting  perches  for  bald  eagles.  Mountain 
lion  are  suspected  to  inhabit  the  area,  although  there  has 
been  no  official  siting.  Deer  and  elk  winter  range  areas 
are  located  in  the  western  and  southwestern  portions  of 
the  WSA. 

Approximately  9,800  acres,  mainly  the  central  and  eastern 
portions  of  the  WSA,  have  been  rated  as  high  quality  scenery 
(Class  A)  in  the  VRM  analysis.  Approximately  6.714  acres 
of  this  area  have  been  identified  as  an  area  of  critical 
environmental  concern  (ACEC). 
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Land  Tenure 


The  entire  WSA  is  public  land  administered  by  the  BLM. 
Minerals  are  owned  by  the  federal  government  except  for 
636  acres  of  state-owned  minerals  in  Section  16,  T.  3  S., 
R.  85  W.,  6th  P.M.  (see  Map  3-1). 


CASTLE  PEAK 
WILDERNESS  STUDY 
AREA  (CO-070-433) 


Setting 


The  Castle  Peak  WSA  consisting  of  1 1 ,940  acres  is 
approximately  6  miles  north  of  Eagle.  The  topography  varies 
from  gently  rolling  hills  at  the  lower  elevations  to  the 
mountain  top  and  rocky  cliffs  of  Castle  Peak.  Elevations 
range  from  8,400  feet  on  the  northern  boundary  to  1 1 ,275 
feet  on  Castle  Peak. 


Soils 


These  soils  are  shallow  to  deep  and  well  drained.  The 
erosion  condition  class  of  the  southeastern  corner  is  also 
moderate  but  the  class  of  the  southwestern  corner  is  moderate 
to  high  (5  to  8  tons  per  acre  per  year)  primarily  due  to 
the  steeper  slopes  on  the  south  side  of  Castle  Peak. 

The  sediment  yield  condition  class  for  the  entire  WSA 
is  moderate  (0.56  to  1.40  tons  per  acre  per  year).  Table 
3-1  lists  the  average  existing  annual  sediment  yield  for  the 
watersheds  within  the  WSA. 


Energy  and  Mineral  Resources 


A  mineral  assessment  by  the  BLM  within  the  WSA 
identified  no  known  mineral  resources  and  a  low  potential 
for  undiscovered  mineral  resources  including  oil  and  gas 
(BLM  1986b).  No  mines,  prospects,  or  mineralized  areas 
have  been  identified  within  the  WSA.  Geophysical 
exploration  has  occurred  in  the  general  area  and  a  well 
was  drilled  on  private  land  west  of  the  WSA  but  was 
nonproductive.  At  one  time,  the  entire  WSA  was  leased 
for  oil  and  gas,  however,  almost  all  of  these  leases  were 
allowed  to  expire  without  development. 

No  mining  claims  are  located  within  the  WSA. 
Approximately  318  acres  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the 
WSA  are  currently  leased  for  oil  and  gas  (see  Map  3-3). 
This  post-FLPMA  lease  was  issued  with  the  stipulation  that 
development  can  occur  only  if  activities  do  not  impair 
wilderness  values  (see  Appendix  2). 


The  majority  of  the  WSA  consists  of  the  Jerry-Cochetopa- 
Lieg  soil  association.  These  soils  are  deep  to  well  drained 
and  are  in  the  moderate  erosion  condition  class  (5  tons 
per  acre  per  year).  The  southwestern  and  southeastern 
corners  of  the  WSA  consist  of  the  Dollard-Pinelli-Unnamed 
Rock  Outcrop-Shale  soil  association. 


Aquatic  Wildlife 


Three  creeks  and  one  lake  within  the  WSA  are  trout 
fisheries  (see  Map  3-4).  No  population  sampling  has  occurred 


Table  3-1. 
Sediment  yield  -  Castle  Peak  Wilderness  Study  Area 


Watershed 


Average  Annual 

Acreage 

Within  WSA 


Total  Acreage 
of  Watershed 


Yield 
(tons/acre/year) 


Alkali  Creek 

260 

23,616 

Big  Alkali  Creek 

6,915 

28,352 

Eagle  Creek 

485 

62,080 

Milk  Creek 

4,280 

11,232 

0.96 
0.66 
1.20 
0.86 
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in  these  fisheries,  but  based  on  the  aquatic  conditions,  it 
is  estimated  populations  are  below  average  when  compared 
to  streams  and  lakes  of  comparable  size.  The  habitat 
conditions  of  each  fishery  has  been  inventoried  using  a  rating 
system  that  compared  aquatic  conditions  and  percent  of 
optimal  habitat  based  on  nine  habitat  attributes.  This  system 
evaluated  bottom  composition,  pool  quality,  riffle  quality, 
pool  to  riffle  ratio,  stream  canopy,  bank  cover,  bank  stability, 
percent  of  bare  ground,  and  presence  and  size  of  beaver 
ponds. 

Table  3-2  shows  the  length  or  area  of  each  fishery  within 
the  WSA,  the  present  aquatic  condition,  and  the  aquatic 
condition  trend. 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 
Timber  Resources 


Productive  forest  lands  occur  on  the  majority  of  the  WSA 
and  include  5,450  acres  with  a  total  volume  of  45.5  MMBF 
of  spruce-fir,  360  acres  and  2.7  MMBF  of  Douglas  fir,  and 
3,640  acres  and  10.8  MMBF  of  aspen.  Included  within  the 
spruce-fir  forest  type  are  the  numerous  standing  dead  trees 
killed  by  the  spruce  beetle  infestation  in  the  1940's.  The 
amount  of  dead  material  has  created  a  severe  fire  hazard. 
The  timber  stands  are  in  a  mature  to  overmature  condition 
and  are  declining  in  health  and  vigor,  resulting  in  increased 
susceptibility  to  mortality,  decay,  and  insect  and  disease 
problems. 


Aquatic 

Table  3-2. 
:  Habitat  -  Castle  Peak  Wilderness  Study 

Area 

Name 

Length/ Area 
Within  WSA 

Aquatic 
Condition  ' 

Trend 

Castle  Creek 
Catamount  Creek 
Norman  Creek 
Edges  Lake 

2.9  miles 
1.9  miles 
1.0  mile 
3.0  acres 

Poor 

Below  Average 
Below  Average 
Below  Average 

Stable  to  Improving 
Stable 
Declining 
Declining 

Rating  system:  Excellent,  Above  Average,  Average,  Below  Average,  Poor. 


Terrestrial  Wildlife  -  Big  Game 


The  WSA  is  considered  to  be  summer  range  for  both 
deer  and  elk.  Although  specific  areas  have  not  been  identified, 
the  forested  areas  within  the  WSA  (see  Map  3-4)  provide 
calving  areas  for  elk  and  the  aspen  forest  within  the  WSA 
provides  fawning  areas  for  deer. 

Deer  and  elk  are  present  in  the  WSA  year-round,  but 
the  greatest  concentrations  occur  during  the  summer.  The 
estimated  populations  during  the  summer  are  1,000  deer 
and  400  elk.  The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  population 
goals  for  the  general  area  are  a  22  percent  increase  for 
deer  and  a  5  percent  decrease  for  elk  by  1988.  Sufficient 
forage  exists  to  support  existing  and  projected  populations 
and  forage  quality  and  browse  condition  are  considered  good. 


The  Castle  Peak  area  is  considered  to  have  the  greatest 
potential  for  management  of  the  spruce-fir  forest  type  in 
the  Resource  Area  and  represents  22  percent  of  the 
productive  forest  land  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area.  The  volume  of  spruce-fir  represents  56  percent  of 
the  total  spruce-fir  volume  in  the  resource  area.  On  a 
sustained  yield  basis,  an  average  of  105  acres  with  a  volume 
of  0.66  MMBF  could  be  harvested  annually.  However,  this 
is  considered  insignificant  when  compared  to  an  annual 
harvest  of  35.9  MMBF  of  merchantable  timber  on  the 
surrounding  White  River  National  Forest. 


Recreation  Opportunities  and  Use 


No  complete  recreation  use  data  for  the  WSA  is  available. 
Annual  visitor-use  estimates  are  approximately  50  fishing 
visits,  25  camping/hiking  visits,  150  off-road  vehicle  visits, 
1,375  big  game  hunting  visits,  and  450  small  game  hunting 
visits  per  year. 
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The  ORV  designation  for  the  entire  WSA  limits  ORV 
use  to  designated  routes  except  for  snowmobiles  operating 
on  snow.  This  designation  allows  opportunities  for  both 
nonmotorized  and  motorized  recreational  activities  but 
restricts  most  motorized  use  to  specific  routes  totalling  2.5 
miles  as  shown  on  Map  3-4.  The  area  is  managed  to  provide 
both  motorized  and  nonmotorized  recreation  opportunities 
in  a  setting  that  generally  appears  to  be  unmodified  by  man 
but  does  contain  evidence  of  other  resource  activities  and 
uses. 

Legal  access  to  the  WSA  is  limited.  Motorized  access 
is  only  available  along  the  eastern  boundary  but  hiking  access 
is  also  available  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  WSA. 
Additional  legal  access  needs  have  been  identified  through 
private  land  to  the  west  and  north  of  the  WSA. 


Wilderness  Values 


Mandatory  Wilderness  Characteristics 

Size.  The  WSA  contains  1 1 ,940  acres  of  public  land 
administered  by  the  BLM.  No  private  or  state  lands  exist 
within  the  WSA. 

Naturalness.  The  imprints  of  man  within  the  WSA  have 
been  determined  to  be  substantially  unnoticeable.  These 
imprints  include  six  ways,  five  fences,  two  irrigation  ditches, 
a  network  of  pack  trails,  a  rain  gauge,  and  a  snow  measuring 
course.  Spruce  and  aspen  stands  in  combination  with  the 
rolling  topography  screen  these  imprints  of  man  which  are 
scattered  throughout  the  11,940  acre  WSA.  A  visitor 
perceives  the  WSA  as  being  primarily  natural  in  character 
but  with  signs  of  man's  use  of  the  area. 

Outstanding  Opportunities  for  Solitude  or  Primitive  and 
Unconflned  Recreation.  The  WSA's  size,  blocked  config- 
uration (3  miles  wide,  5  miles  long),  and  vegetative  and 
topographic  screening  combine  to  provide  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude.  This  large  area  increases  the 
chances  that  an  individual  will  feel  isolated  from  others 
and  undisturbed  by  the  sights  and  sounds  of  man  within 
and  outside  of  the  WSA.  The  dense  spruce  forest,  aspen 
stands,  meadows,  and  numerous  ponds  create  vegetative 
barriers  from  the  sights  and  sounds  of  other  individuals  and 
enables  a  visitor  to  find  a  secluded  spot.  The  rolling 
topography  and  vertical  rock  slopes  provide  additional 
screening  and  a  feeling  of  spaciousness.  The  effective 
screening  allows  for  a  relatively  high  recreation  carrying 
capacity,  while  maintaining  excellent  opportunities  for 
seclusion. 

The  effective  screening  also  reduces  the  impacts  of  man's 
activities  which  occur  outside  the  WSA.  Motorized  vehicles 
may  be  seen  or  heard  periodically  from  the  perimeter  of 


the  WSA  because  numerous  ways  exist  near  the  boundaries. 
However,  ample  opportunities  exist  to  find  places  which 
are  vegetatively  or  topographically  screened  from  these 
outside  sights  and  sounds. 

The  WSA  provides  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive 
and  unconflned  types  of  recreation  as  a  result  of  the  diversity 
in  vegetation  and  topography,  the  existence  of  numerous 
water  features,  and  the  number  of  activities  which  can  be 
engaged  in  by  visitors. 

The  WSA  provides  a  large  number  of  opportunities  for 
primitive  unconflned  types  of  recreation.  The  diversity  of 
vegetation  ranges  from  dense  spruce  forests  to  park-like  aspen 
stands,  both  spotted  with  small  mountain  meadows,  lakes, 
ponds,  and  streams.  The  topography  consists  mainly  of  an 
expansive  mountain  top  with  rocky  cliffs  and  rolling  hills. 
Elevations  range  from  approximately  8,400  to  1 1 ,275  feet. 
The  diversity  of  topography,  water  resources,  and  vegetation 
provides  habitat  for  numerous  wildlife  species.  The 
elevational  variety  accommodates  seasonal  changes  in 
vegetation  types  and  abundances  of  wildlife  in  addition  to 
opportunities  for  winter  sports  activities  provided  for  by 
abundant  snow. 

This  diversity  of  ecosystems  provides  for  a  large  variety 
of  primitive  and  unconflned  recreational  activities  including 
hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  horseback  riding,  photo- 
graphy, fishing,  nature  study,  and  sightseeing. 

The  network  of  trails,  although  not  maintained,  in  the 
northwestern  half  of  the  WSA  provides  transportation  routes 
which  enhance  the  recreation  opportunities. 


Special  Features 

The  basalt  geological  formation  of  Castle  Peak  (11,275 
feet)  which  is  visible  for  a  10  mile  radius  is  the  most 
prominent  geologic  feature  within  the  WSA  and  in  the  Eagle 
River  Valley.  The  peak  differs  substantially  from  the  geology 
and  scenery  of  the  surrounding  locale  and  is  an  important 
feature  in  the  scenic  quality  of  the  area,  both  from  within 
and  outside  of  the  WSA. 

The  diversity  of  topography  and  vegetation  provides  the 
WSA  with  scenic  and  ecological  values.  Approximately 
10,500  acres  have  been  rated  as  high  quality  scenery  (Class 
A).  Although  these  values  are  not  unique  to  the  region, 
they  do  enhance  the  quality  of  the  wilderness  values.  The 
relatively  unaltered  ecosystems  and  scenery  of  the  WSA 
contrast  with  the  surroundings  where  man's  influence  is  more 
noticeable  and  thus  highlights  the  primeval  character  of  the 
WSA.  The  vegetation  also  provides  excellent  habitat  for 
deer  and  elk. 
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CHAPTER  4 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


This  chapter  analyzes  the  environmental  and  economic 
impacts  of  the  alternatives  identified  in  Chapter  2  on  the 
resource  values  discussed  in  Chapter  3,  Affected  Environ- 
ment. Each  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  is  analyzed 
independently.  Impacts  under  the  Partial  Wilderness 
Alternative  are  analyzed  only  for  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA. 

Geology  and  paleontology,  topography,  climate, 
threatened  and  endangered  plant  species,  noise,  and  alluvial 
valleys  and  prime  and  unique  farmlands  would  not  be 
affected  by  any  of  the  alternatives  and  are  therefore  not 
discussed. 


ASSUMPTIONS  AND 


GUIDELINES 


1.  The  analysis  for  each  WSA  is  based  on  the  resource 
allocations  adopted  in  the  1984  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  the  management 
prescriptions  that  would  result  under  each  alternative. 
Based  on  current  knowledge,  site-specific  management 
actions,  locations,  and  dates  of  implementation  cannot 
be  determined  for  all  resource  management  activities. 
Additional  site-specific  activities  will  be  identified  in 
the  future  through  the  development  of  activity  plans 
and  project  plans.  Each  phase  will  include  environ- 
mental assessments  with  an  increasing  level  of 
specificity.  Following  is  the  relationship  between 
resource  management  plans,  activity  plans,  and  project 
plans. 

Resource  Management  Plans  (RMPs)  -  R MPs  identify 
the  allocation  of  public  land  resources,  broad  production 
goals,  and  restrictions  on  resource  programs  to  protect 
important  resource  values.  Specific  actions  arc  identified  only 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  satisfy  the  above  criteria. 

Activity  Plans  -  -  Activity  plans  identify  the  management 
actions  to  be  implemented  in  a  specific  geographic  area 
to  achieve  the  decisions  made  in  an  RMP.  These  plans  set 
forth  the  direction  for  management  (administration, 
development,  and  protection)  of  resources,  identify  specific 


management  actions  to  be  implemented,  and  establish  the 
general  sequence  of  implementation. 

Project  Plans  -  -  Project  plans  identify  the  site-specific 
design,  development,  operation,  and  rehabilitation  actions 
to  implement  the  management  decisions  made  in  an  activity 
plan. 

The  analyses  include  the  management  actions  identified 
in  the  RMP.  In  lieu  of  actions  that  will  be  developed  in 
activity  plans  and  project  plans,  projections  of  feasible  or 
anticipated  activities  have  been  made  to  allow  the  analysis 
of  impacts  under  the  alternatives.  These  projections  are 
expressed  in  terms  of  averages  or  ranges.  In  addition,  a 
list  of  possible  actions  or  methods  that  could  be  used  in 
the  management  of  various  resources  depending  on  site- 
specific  resource  objectives  or  requirements  is  in  Appendix 
1. 

2.  The  RMP  identified  required  management  stipulations 

that  will  be  included  in  project  designs  and  are 
considered  to  be  standard  operating  procedures.  These 
stipulations  are  listed  in  Appendix  1.  Because  these 
stipulations  would  reduce  or  eliminate  adverse  impacts 
caused  by  various  management  activities,  the  analyses 
in  this  document  reflect  their  mitigative  effects. 
Additional  stipulations  may  be  imposed  depending  on 
site-specific  resource  objectives  and  requirements  and 
will  be  identified  in  future  activity  plans,  project  plans, 
and  environmental  assessments. 

3.  Standard  stipulations  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  may  be 

added  to  any  oil  and  gas  leases  at  the  discretion  of 
the  authorized  officer.  These  stipulations  are  listed  in 
Appendix  2. 

4.  Short-term  impacts,  for  the  purpose  of  this  EIS,  are 

those  occurring  within  five  years  after  implementation. 
Long-term  impacts  are  those  occurring  more  than  five 
years  after  implementation. 

5.  If  designated  as  wilderness,  each  WSA  will  be  managed 
according  to  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  and  the  BLM's 
Wilderness  Management  Policy  which  provide 
guidance  as  to  activities  which  are  permissible  within 
wildernesses  and  determine  how  wilderness  and  various 
resource  values,  including  nonconforming  uses,  are 
analyzed. 

6.  If  not  designated  a  wilderness,  each  WSA  will  be 

managed  according  to  the  RMP  and  applicable  laws 

and  regulation^    This  management  is  described  under 
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the  No  Wilderness/No  Action  Alternative  for  each 
WSA.  The  RMP  describes  the  management  of  public 
land  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  for 
approximately  20  years.  Other  than  changes  that  may 
result  from  wilderness  designation  (as  described  under 
the  All  Wilderness  Alternative),  no  changes  in  the 
overall  management  prescribed  by  the  RMP  is 
anticipated  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

7.  The  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines 
for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review  (IMP)  provides 
guidance  as  to  activities  that  are  permissible  within 
WSAs  studied  under  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  until 
Congress'  decision  is  made.  Current  BLM  policy  is 
to  similarly  manage  WSAs  studied  under  Section  202. 
For  the  purpose  of  analysis,  other  resource  management 
activities  or  proposals  are  analyzed  as  though  the  IMP 
is  not  a  factor.  However,  activities  or  proposals  that 
do  not  conform  to  the  IMP  would  be  deferred  until 
a  nondesignation  decision  by  Congress  releases  a  WSA, 
or  portion  thereof,  from  the  interim  management 
restrictions. 

8.  The  two  WSAs  that  are  less  than  5,000  acres  in  size, 

Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake,  are  contiguous  to 
existing  wildernesses  administered  by  the  U.  S.  Forest 
Service.  Because  of  their  small  size,  they  are  manageable 
for  wilderness  only  as  additions  to  the  existing 
wildernesses. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES 


The  RMP  includes  required  management  stipulations  that 
would  reduce  the  adverse  impacts  of  various  actions.  These 
stipulations  are  listed  in  Appendix  1.  As  explained  above 
in  Assumption  2,  the  analyses  in  this  document  reflect  the 
mitigative  effects  these  stipulations  would  have  on  various 
proposed  management  actions.  In  addition,  mitigation  will 
be  included  in  environmental  assessments  for  activity  plans 
and  project  plans  that  will  be  required  in  the  future. 
Therefore,  no  additional  mitigating  measures  will  be 
discussed  in  this  document. 


EAGLE  MOUNTAIN  WILDERNESS 
STUDY  AREA  (CO-070-392) 

PROPOSED  ACTION  (ALL  WILDERNESS 
ALTERNATIVE) 

Acres  recommended  suitable         330 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable         0 

Energy  and  Mineral  Development 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  330  acres  from 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing  under 
the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights  as 
of  the  date  of  designation.  Unless  valid  rights  are  established 
by  discovery  for  the  23  mining  claims  within  the  WSA, 
the  mineral  potential  of  the  entire  WSA  would  be  foregone. 
Based  on  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals, 
establishment  of  valid  rights  is  not  expected.  The  adverse 
impact  on  mineral  development  would  be  insignificant 
because  of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals  and 
the  low  probability  that  exploration  or  development  would 
occur. 

Conclusion:  Impacts  would  be  insignificant  because  of 
the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals.  Exploration 
and  development  of  potential  undiscovered  energy  and 
mineral  resources  would  be  prohibited  on  330  acres  subject 
to  valid  existing  rights.  No  valid  rights  are  anticipated. 

Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  would  have  short  and  long-term 
benefits  to  all  wilderness  values  by  providing  statutory 
protection  to  the  aspen-covered  south  eastern  flank  of  Eagle 
Mountain  which  is  a  natural  extension  of  the  Maroon  Bells- 
Snowmass  Wilderness  Area.  The  naturalness  of  the  area 
would  be  preserved  and  natural  ecological  changes  would 
continue  to  occur.  Although  the  opportunities  for  solitude 
and  primitive  recreation  are  not  considered  to  be  outstanding 
in  the  WSA's  330  acres,  the  mountain  as  an  extension  of 
the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness  shares  the 
wilderness  area's  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive 
recreation  and  solitude.  Preservation  of  wilderness  values 
would  in  turn  protect  the  WSA's  scenic  qualities. 
Opportunities  would  exist  to  use  the  WSA,  as  part  of  the 
Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness  and  as  a  scientific 
benchmark  to  study  unmodified  natural  processes. 

Conclusion:  The  330  acres  designated  as  wilderness 
would  receive  long-term  statutory  protection  and  all 
wilderness  values  would  be  maintained. 
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NO  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE  (NO 
ACTION  ALTERNATIVE) 


to  wilderness  values  are  anticipated  in  the  foreseeable  future 
even  in  the  absence  of  statutory  protection. 


Acres  recommended  suitable  —  0 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable  — 

Energy  and  Mineral  Development 


330 


Under  this  alternative,  energy  and  mineral  exploration 
and  development  would  not  be  affected  because  potential 
energy  and  mineral  resources  would  be  available  for 
development.  Exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
mineral  resources  would  be  allowed  throughout  the  WSA 
subject  to  the  surface  management  regulations  that  are 
designed  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of 
the  environment  and  require  reasonable  reclamation  of 
disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities.  Exploration  and 
development  of  leasable  minerals  would  be  allowed  subject 
to  the  standard  stipulations  attached  to  all  leases.  No 
development  is  anticipated  since  the  potential  for  all  minerals 
is  low;  however,  some  minor  exploration  activities  are 
anticipated  because  of  the  assessment  work  required  to  keep 
the  21  unpatented  mining  claims  and  2  unpatented  lode 
claims  current. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  effect  on  energy  and 
mineral  exploration  and  development  because  potential 
mineral  resources  would  be  available  for  exploration  and 
development.  However,  no  exploration  and  development 
is  anticipated  because  of  the  identified  low  potential  for 
all  minerals. 

Wilderness  Values 

Nondesignation  of  the  WSA  could  have  short-term  and 
long-term  adverse  impacts  to  the  wilderness  values  of  the 
aspen-covered  southeastern  flank  of  Eagle  Mountain  which 
is  a  natural  extension  of  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass 
Wilderness  Area.  In  the  absence  of  statutory  protection, 
there  would  be  a  potential  loss  of  wilderness  character 
because  the  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
exploration  and  development.  Exploration  activities  are  not 
expected  to  exceed  historical  levels  which  have  produced 
no  discernible  impacts.  If  mineral  development  activities  on 
the  23  mining  claims  in  the  WSA  would  occur,  they  would 
impair  the  naturalness  of  the  area  and  would  reduce  the 
opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  recreation  which 
are  enhanced  by  the  adjacent  Wilderness  Area.  However, 
no  development  is  anticipated  because  of  the  identified  low 
potential  for  all  minerals. 

Conclusion:  Existing  management  restrictions,  combined 
with  the  lack  of  development  potential  is  expected  to  protect 
all  wilderness  values  in  the  long  term.  No  adverse  impacts 


HACK  LAKE  WILDERNESS  STUDY 
AREA  (CO-070-425) 

PROPOSED  ACTION  (ALL  WILDERNESS 
ALTERNATIVE) 

Acres  recommended  suitable  —  10 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable  —  0 

Energy  and  Mineral  Exploration  Development 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  10  acres  from 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing  under 
the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights  as 
of  the  date  of  designation.  Unless  valid  rights  are  established 
by  discovery,  the  mineral  potential  of  the  entire  WSA  would 
be  foregone.  Based  on  the  absence  of  existing  claims  and 
the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals,  establishment 
of  valid  rights  is  not  expected.  The  adverse  impact  on  mineral 
exploration  development  would  be  insignificant  based  on 
the  small  acreage,  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals, 
and  the  low  probability  that  exploration  or  development 
would  occur. 

Conclusion:  Impacts  would  be  insignificant  because  of 
the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals.  Exploration 
and  development  of  mineral  resources  would  be  prohibited 
on  10  acres  subject  to  valid  existing  rights.  No  valid  rights 
are  anticipated. 

Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  would  have  short  and  long-term 
benefits  to  all  wilderness  values  by  providing  statutory 
protection.  The  naturalness  of  the  area  would  be  preserved 
and  natural  ecological  changes  would  continue  to  occur. 
Although  the  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive 
recreation  are  not  considered  to  be  outstanding  because  of 
the  WSA's  small  size,  the  existing  opportunities  would  be 
maintained.  These  opportunities  would  be  enhanced  by 
similar  values  in  the  adjacent  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Area 
Preservation  of  wilderness  values  would  in  turn  protect  the 
WSA's  scenic  qualities.  Opportunities  would  exist  to  use 
the  WSA  as  part  of  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  and  as  a 
scientific  benchmark  to  Study  unmodified  natural  processes 
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Conclusion:  The  10  acres  designated  as  wilderness  would 
receive  long-term  statutory  protection  and  all  wilderness 
values  would  be  maintained. 


BULL  GULCH  WILDERNESS 
STUDY  AREA  (CO-070-430) 


NO  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE  (NO 
ACTION  ALTERNATIVE) 


Acres  recommended  suitable  -  -  0 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable 


10 


Energy  and  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development 

Under  this  alternative,  energy  and  mineral  exploration 
development  would  not  be  affected  because  potential  energy 
and  mineral  resources  would  be  available  for  development. 
Exploration  and  development  of  locatable  mineral  resources 
throughout  the  WSA  would  be  allowed  subject  to  surface 
management  regulations  that  are  designed  to  prevent 
unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the  environment  and 
require  reasonable  reclamation  of  disturbance  resulting  from 
mining  activities.  Oil  and  gas  leasing  would  continue  to 
be  allowed  subject  to  the  existing  no  surface  facilities 
stipulation.  Exploration  and  development  of  other  leasable 
minerals  would  be  allowed  subject  to  the  standard 
stipulations  attached  to  all  leases.  No  exploration  or 
development  would  be  anticipated  since  the  potential  for 
all  minerals  is  low. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  effect  on  energy  and 
mineral  exploration  development  because  potential  mineral 
resources  would  be  available  for  development.  However, 
no  exploration  and  development  is  anticipated  because  of 
the  low  potential  for  all  minerals. 

Wilderness  Values 

No  adverse  impacts  to  the  wilderness  values  of  the  two, 
flat-topped  fingers  that  are  topographically  part  of  the  Flat 
Tops  Wilderness  Area  are  anticipated  under  this  alternative. 
Management  and  restrictions  including  the  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulation  on  oil  and  gas  leasing,  the  unsuitable 
classification  for  utility  and  communication  facilities,  and 
the  off-road  vehicle  closure  are  expected  to  provide  long- 
term  administrative  protection  of  the  WSA's  wilderness 
values  even  in  the  absence  of  statutory  protection.  Because 
of  this  management,  the  WSA's  location,  the  lack  of  existing 
mining  claims  and  leases,  and  the  low  development  potential, 
the  area  is  expected  to  remain  a  "de  facto"  wilderness. 

Conclusion:  In  the  absence  of  statutory  protection, 
existing  management  restrictions,  combined  with  the  lack 
of  development  potential,  is  expected  to  protect  all  wilderness 
values  in  the  long  term.  No  adverse  impacts  to  wilderness 
values  would  be  anticipated  in  the  foreseeable  future. 


PROPOSED  ACTION  (PARTIAL 
WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE) 

Acres  recommended  suitable         10,414 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable     -  4,586 

Erosion  and  Sedimentation 

In  the  suitable  portion  of  the  WSA,  wilderness  designation 
would  prevent  increases  in  erosion  and  sedimentation  on 
9,778  acres  by  precluding  surface-disturbing  activities. 
Initially,  there  would  be  a  very  low  potential  for  increases 
in  erosion  and  sedimentation  on  the  636  acres  of  state- 
owned  minerals  because  this  area  would  remain  open  to 
mineral  leasing  at  the  State's  discretion.  However,  no 
exploration  or  development  are  anticipated  because  of  the 
identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals. 

In  the  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA,  timber  and 
woodland  harvest  and  vegetation  manipulation  of  sagebrush 
would  affect  erosion  and  sedimentation  rates.  The  short- 
term  and  long-term  effects  for  typical  sites  where  timber 
harvesting  and  vegetation  manipulation  would  occur  are 
shown  in  Table  4-1. 

Since  the  primary  effect  of  changes  in  erosion  would  be 
changes  in  sedimentation,  only  the  effects  on  sedimentation 
will  be  discussed.  The  WSA  is  in  the  upper  Colorado  River 
watershed.  The  portion  of  the  watershed  lying  east  of  the 
Colorado  River  that  drains  directly  into  it  totals  75,300 
acres.  In  the  Northwest  Colorado  Council  of  Governments 
208  Plan,  the  estimated  sediment  yield  to  drainage  channels 
for  the  entire  watershed  is  presently  estimated  at  95,000 
tons/year.  Only  a  portion  of  this  sediment  yield  is  actually 
transported  into  a  moving  perennial  stream  during  the  year. 
The  208  plan  considers  any  increase  in  sediment  movement 
of  up  to  25%  to  be  insignificant.  The  Colorado  Land  Use 
Commission  has  also  classed  each  stream  in  this  watershed 
to  have  a  low  to  moderate  actual  stream  sediment  yield 
of  2,500  tons/year  per  stream. 

In  the  short-term,  timber  harvesting  and  vegetation 
manipulation  would  cause  initial  increases  in  sedimentation. 
Under  a  worst-case  situation  in  which  sagebrush  would  be 
treated  by  burning  and  woodland  and  forest  land  would 
be  clearcut,  the  treatment  of  38  acres  of  sagebrush,  harvest 
of  22  acres  of  woodland  and  45  acres  of  forest  land  would 
increase  sedimentation  by  an  estimated  200  tons  in  the  first 
year  based  on  Table  4-1.  This  is  less  than  one  percent  of 
the  threshold  level  of  change  in  the  208  plan  for  this 
watershed.  Sedimentation   would  decline  rapidly  in  the 
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Table  4-1. 
Expected  Erosion  and  Sedimentation  from  Vegetation  Manipulation  and  Timber  Harvesting 
Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area  (in  tons  per  acre  per  year) 


Treatment 

Present 

Short-Term 

. 

Long- 

Term  2 

Site  Type 

Actual 

Actual 

Actual 

(Vegetation/ 

Method 

Sediment 

Erosion 

Sediment 

Erosion 

Sediment 

Erosion 

Percent 

Delivered 

Delivered 

Delivered 

Slope) 

to  Drainage 
Channel 

to  Drainage 
Channel 

to  Drainage 
Channel 

Sagebrush- 

Mechanical 

0.9 

2.8 

1.1 

3.4 

0.7 

2.1 

15%  Slope 

Treatment 

Sagebrush- 

Burning 

1.8 

4.2 

6.6 

15.6 

1.6 

3.9 

20%  Slope 

Mixed 

Selective 

0.6 

1.1 

2.3 

4.5 

0.6 

1.1 

Conifer 

Cutting 

Forest- 

25%  Slope 

Clear- 
Cutting 

0.6 

1.1 

3.4 

6.8 

0.6 

1.1 

Aspen 

Clear- 

0.6 

1.1 

3.4 

6.8 

0.6 

1.1 

Forest- 

cutting 

25%  Slope 

Pinyon- 

Selective 

3.4 

6.8 

5.7 

11.3 

2.9 

5.7 

Juniper 

Cutting 

Forest- 

25%  Slope 

Clear- 
Cutting 

3.4 

6.8 

6.6 

13.2 

2.9 

5.7 

1     One  year . 

ifter  treatment 

2     Ten  years 

after  treatment 

following  two  to  three  years  as  new  vegetation  became 
established  and  would  decline  more  slowly  thereafter.  By 
the  tenth  year,  the  restored  or  improved  ground  cover 
conditions  on  harvest  and  treatment  areas  would  be  expected 
to  bring  sedimentation  to,  or  below,  current  levels.  On  an 
overall  basis,  neither  the  short-term  increases  nor  the  long- 
term  decreases  in  erosion  would  exceed  the  criteria  in  the 
Northwest  Colorado  Council  of  Governments  208  Plan. 

Road  construction  to  access  timber  sales  are  expected 
to  have  a  negligible  impact  on  sedimentation  because  of 
the  small  acreage  affected  and  because  roads  would  be 
constructed  in  conformance  with  BLM  road  standards  that 
are  designed  to  minimize  erosion.  Assuming  an  average  width 
of  disturbance  of  25  feet,  approximately  three  acres  would 
be  disturbed  per  mile  of  road.  The  three  to  four  miles  of 
road  that  would  be  constructed  to  access  sale  areas  each 


year  would  disturb  only  nine  to  twelve  acres.  Actions  dictated 
by  the  BLM  road  standards,  including  revegetation  of  cut 
and  fill  slopes,  stabilization  of  road  surfaces,  and  installation 
of  culverts,  ditches,  and  waterbars  to  control  water  movement 
will  reduce  potential  runoff  and  erosion.  Sedimentation  from 
road  construction  would,  therefore,  be  negligible  and  is  not 
included  in  the  200  tons  referenced  above. 

Conclusion:  Designation  would  prevent  increases  in 
erosion  and  sedimentation  in  the  suitable  portion  of  the 
WSA  (10,414  acres).  In  the  nonsuitable  portion,  umber 
harvesting  and  vegetation  manipulation  on  an  average  ol 
105  acres  disturbed  per  year  would  cause  short-term  increases 
in  erosion  and  sedimentation  rates  of  up  to  200  tons  per 
year.  In  the  long  term,  rates  would  decline  to.  or  below, 
existing  levels. 
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Energy  and  Mineral  Development 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  9,778  acres  from 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing  under 
the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights  as 
of  the  date  of  designation.  Unless  mining  claims  are  located 
within  this  area  and  valid  rights  are  established  by  discovery, 
the  mineral  potential  of  this  portion  of  the  WSA  would 
be  foregone.  No  valid  rights  are  anticipated.  Since  no  mineral 
leases  currently  exist  within  the  suitable  portion,  the  only 
effect  would  be  the  preclusion  of  new  leases. 

The  withdrawal  would  not  cause  significant  adverse 
impacts  to  mineral  exploration  and  development  because 
the  development  potential  for  all  minerals  is  low  and  the 
lack  of  development  on  previous  leases  indicates  low  interest 
and  the  probability  that  exploration  or  development  may 
never  occur. 

The  636  acres  of  state-owned  minerals  would  initially 
be  open  to  leasing  at  the  State's  discretion.  Restrictions  on 
access  and  development  would  be  imposed  on  any  proposed 
mineral  activities  to  reduce  or  prevent  impairment  of 
wilderness  values.  Attempts  would  be  made  to  acquire  the 
mineral  estate  from  the  State  and  this  area  would  also  be 
withdrawn  following  acquisition.  There  is  a  high  probability 
the  mineral  estate  would  be  acquired  because  the  State  has 
expressed  a  willingness  to  exchange  state-owned  land  within 
BLM  wilderness.  No  significant  impacts  would  occur  because 
of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals  and  the 
probability  that  exploration  and  development  may  never 
occur. 

Energy  and  mineral  exploration  development  would  not 
be  affected  in  the  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA  (4,586 
acres)  because  potential  energy  and  mineral  resources  would 
be  available  for  development.  Exploration  and  development 
of  locatable  mineral  resources  would  be  allowed  subject 
to  the  surface  management  regulations  that  are  designed 
to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the 
environment  and  require  reasonable  reclamation  of 
disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities.  Oil  and  gas 
leasing  on  207  acres  would  continue  to  be  allowed  subject 
to  the  existing  no  surface  facilities  stipulation  (see  Appendix 
2).  Oil  and  gas  leasing  on  950  acres  would  continue  to 
be  allowed  subject  to  existing  seasonal  restrictions.  In  the 
remaining  3,429  acres  of  the  nonsuitable  portion,  exploration 
and  development  of  leasable  minerals  would  continue  to 
be  allowed  subject  to  the  standard  stipulations  attached  to 
all  leases.  No  exploration  or  development  are  anticipated 
because  the  development  potential  for  all  minerals  is  low. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  effect  on  mineral 
exploration  or  development  in  the  WSA  because  of  the 
low  potential  for  all  minerals.  Exploration  and  leasing  could 
be  allowed  on  3,429  acres  in  the  nonsuitable  portion  and 
on  636  acres  of  stated  owned  minerals  in  the  suitable  portion. 


An  additional  1,157  acres  in  the  nonsuitable  portion  would 
be  available  for  leasing  subject  to  no  surface  occupancy 
or  seasonal  stipulations.  Mineral  activity  would  be  prohibited 
on  9,778  in  the  suitable  portion  but  no  activity  is  expected 
to  occur. 

Big  Game  Habitat  and  Populations 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  suitable  portion  (10,414 
acres)  of  the  WSA  would  prevent  habitat  disruption  in 
critical  winter  range  for  projected  populations  of  160  elk 
and  850  deer. 

Although  no  mineral  exploration  and  development  is 
anticipated  in  the  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA,  the  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulation  on  oil  and  gas  leasing  would 
also  prevent  habitat  disruption  on  207  acres  of  crucial  deer 
and  elk  winter  range.  The  seasonal  leasing  restrictions  on 
950  acres  would  prevent  habitat  disruption  during  the  time 
periods  when  the  greatest  concentration  of  deer  and  elk 
are  present  in  the  WSA. 

In  the  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA,  habitat 
improvements  in  crucial  winter  range  on  1,048  acres  of 
productive  woodland  following  timber  harvesting  and  up 
to  750  acres  of  sagebrush  would  increase  forage  available 
to  deer  and  elk  by  525  AUMs  and  750  AUMs,  respectively, 
over  the  long  term.  Because' sufficient  forage  already  exists 
to  support  projected  populations  of  850  deer  and  160  elk, 
the  most  significant  benefits  would  be  the  improved  forage 
quality  and  browse  conditions  in  critical  winter  range.  These 
improvements  would  be  expected  to  alleviate  early 
movement  of  deer  and  elk  to  winter  ranges  at  lower 
elevations,  thus,  reducing  utilization  and  increasing  the 
availability  of  forage  on  those  lower  winter  ranges  which 
would  be  especially  beneficial  during  severe  winters.  The 
improved  condition  and  availability  of  forage  would  improve 
the  overall  condition  of  the  animals,  enhance  reproduction, 
and  reduce  winter  mortality.  Although  these  factors  could 
potentially  increase  populations,  it  is  assumed  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  will  manage  the  herds  as  necessary 
to  meet  and  maintain  the  projected  population  goals. 

The  average  annual  timber  harvest  on  24  acres  and 
vegetation  manipulation  on  38  acres  would  have  short-term 
adverse  impacts  on  deer  and  elk  including  temporary  loss 
of  forage,  thermal  and  hiding  cover,  and  solitude  during 
harvest  and  treatment  periods.  The  overall  impact  would 
be  negligible  because  of  the  small  amount  of  acreage  affected 
annually  in  the  WSA  (an  average  of  62  acres  or  0.4  percent 
of  the  WSA)  and  because  the  required  management 
stipulations  for  timber  harvesting  and  vegetation  manipu- 
lation restrict  the  size  and  design  of  project  areas,  provide 
for  retention  of  hiding  cover  adjacent  to  project  areas,  and 
restrict  activities  during  fawning  periods  and  the  winter  when 
the  greatest  concentration  of  animals  are  present.  The  long- 
term  benefits  that  would  result  from  improved  habitat 
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conditions  are  considered  to  far  outweigh  the  minor  short- 
term  impacts  that  would  occur. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  and  mineral  leasing 
restrictions  would  prevent  disruption  on  10,621  acres. 
Projected  populations  of  850  deer  and  160  elk  would  be 
maintained.  Habitat  improvements  on  1,798  acres  would 
increase  wildlife  forage  by  1,275  AUMs  and  improve  winter 
range  conditions  to  help  sustain  deer  and  elk  populations 
over  the  long  term. 

Timber  Production 

Timber  production  would  be  allowed  on  forest  land  and 
woodland  in  the  current  allowable  harvest  base.  All 
productive  forest  land  and  productive  woodland  identified 
for  management  in  the  RMP  within  the  WSA  are  located 
in  the  nonsuitable  portion.  Approximately  137  acres  and 
0.65  MMBF  of  timber  and  1,048  acres  and  14,250  cords 
of  fuelwood  would  be  available  for  management  and 
commercial  harvesting.  This  acreage  represents  about  8 
percent  of  the  acreage  suitable  for  management  in  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  On  a  sustained  yield 
basis,  an  average  volume  of  8,000  board  feet  of  timber 
and  300  cords  of  woodland  would  be  harvested  annually. 
These  harvest  levels  would  represent  less  than  one  percent 
of  the  annual  allowable  harvest  for  timber  (1.8  MMBF) 
and  9  percent  of  the  annual  allowable  harvest  for  pinyon- 
juniper  (3,535  cords)  on  public  land  in  the  resource  area. 
However,  because  an  average  annual  harvest  of  8  MBF 
of  timber  would  not  be  economically  feasible,  it  is  assumed 
harvesting  would  occur  in  three  harvests  at  20  to  30  year 
intervals  with  each  harvest  including  approximately  0.22 
MMBF  of  timber.  Each  harvest  would  represent  about  twelve 
percent  of  the  annual  allowable  harvest  in  that  year. 

Conclusion:  The  annual  average  sustained  yield  would 
be  8,000  board  feet  of  timber  (2  acres)  and  300  cords  of 
fuelwood  (22  acres). 

Recreational  Opportunities  and  Use 

Wilderness  designation  would  maintain  recreational 
opportunities  or  settings  in  the  suitable  portion  of  the  WSA 
(10,414  acres).  The  suitable  portion  is  currently  closed  to 
OR  V  use  and  is  managed  to  provide  nonmotorized  recreation 
opportunities  such  as  backpacking,  hunting,  and  hiking  in 
a  natural  setting.  This  management  would  continue  if 
wilderness  designation  would  occur.  An  additional  562  acres 
inside  the  suitable  portion  but  outside  of  the  resource 
management  area  would  be  closed  to  ORV  use,  but  no 
known  use  is  occurring  nor  anticipated  in  the  affected  area 
because  of  unsuitable  topography.  Thus,  the  types  of 
recreational  activities  presently  occurring  in  the  suitable 
portion  would  not  change.  Designation  would  also  not  affect 


fioatboating  and  fishing  use  on  the  portion  of  the  Colorado 
River  adjacent  to  the  WSA. 

In  the  nonsuitable  portion  (4,586  acres),  all  existing 
recreational  opportunities,  including  ORV  use,  would 
continue  to  be  available.  Although  timber  harvesting, 
vegetation  manipulation,  and  continued  ORV  use  would 
have  localized  adverse  effects  on  nonmotorized  recreation 
opportunities,  the  overall  effect  would  be  negligible  because 
of  the  small  acreage  involved  (62  acres  or  0.4  percent  of 
the  WSA  per  year)  and  the  low  amount  of  primitive 
recreation  use  (100  visits  annually  for  camping  and  hiking) 
in  these  areas.  Primitive  recreation  use  would  shift  from 
project  areas  to  undisturbed  portions  of  the  WSA.  ORV 
use  would  tend  to  shift  into  these  disturbed  areas  because 
of  improved  access. 

Changes  in  recreational  settings  should  be  a  negligible 
effect  on  recreational  opportunities.  A  study  (Brown  1981) 
of  setting  preferences  for  various  activities,  specific  to  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  indicated  a  high  overall 
preference  for  natural  settings  but  that  preferences  for  many 
activities,  such  as  hunting,  were  nearly  equal  for  settings 
ranging  from  natural  environments  to  those  that  are  roaded 
and  contain  moderate  evidence  of  other  activities  and  uses. 
This  study  also  indicates  that  changes  of  individual  settings 
are  generally  less  important  than  maintaining  a  variety  of 
settings. 

Use  levels,  totaling  about  700  visits  per  year,  are  expected 
to  remain  at  current  levels. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  maintain 
recreational  opportunities  or  settings  in  the  suitable  portion 
of  the  WSA  (10,414  acres).  All  recreational  opportunities 
including  ORV  use  would  continue  to  be  available  in  the 
nonsuitable  portion  (4,586  acres).  Use  levels  in  the  WSA 
totaling  about  700  visits  annually  are  expected  to  remain 
at  current  levels. 

Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  10,414  acres  in  the  northern 
two-thirds  of  the  WSA  would  have  short  and  long-term 
benefit  to  wilderness  values  by  providing  statutory  protection 
of  the  area's  high  quality  naturalness,  ecological  diversity, 
scenic  and  geologic  values,  and  deep  canyons  and  gulches 
which  provide  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  and 
primitive  recreation.  Opportunities  would  be  provided  to 
use  the  WSA  as  a  scientific  benchmark  to  study  undisturbed 
natural  processes.  However,  wilderness  preservation  would 
not  be  assured  on  636  acres  of  the  suitable  acreage  because 
of  state  owned  minerals.  There  are  no  resource  conflicts 
OH  the  remaining  9,778  acres  in  the  suitable  portion. 

Mineral  leasing  could  continue  on  the  636  acres  ol  state- 
owned  minerals  in  the  east-central  portion  of  the  WSA  at 
the  State's  discretion.  Mineral  development  on  this  area  could 
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cause  a  loss  of  naturalness  because  of  the  rights  for  access 
and  development  tied  to  such  leases.  No  development  is 
anticipated  however,  because  of  the  low  potential  for  all 
minerals.  In  addition,  the  State  has  expressed  a  willingness 
to  exchange  mineral  estates  in  BLM  wilderness.  If  the  mineral 
estate  would  be  acquired,  this  636  acre  area  would  be 
withdrawn  from  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and 
from  leasing  under  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights  as  of  the  date  of  designation. 

Forest  management  and  harvesting  and  sagebrush 
treatments  would  impair  naturalness  over  the  long  term  on 
about  1,798  acres  in  the  southern  one-third  of  the  unit  which 
is  the  nonsuitable  portion.  This  area  consists  of  tree  and 
shrub-covered  mountain  slopes,  gullies,  and  rocky  outcrops. 
The  absence  of  statutory  protection  could  also  result  in  the 
potential  loss  of  naturalness  on  the  remaining  2,788  acres 
of  the  nonsuitable  portion  because  other  uses  could  be 
allowed  without  concern  for  wilderness  values.  The  overall 
effect  would  be  the  loss  of  wilderness  potential  throughout 
the  entire  4,586  acres  of  the  nonsuitable  portion  of  the  WSA. 
Timber  harvesting,  vegetation  manipulation,  and  continued 
ORV  use  would  also  cause  localized  reductions  of  the 
opportunities  for  primitive  recreation  and  solitude  in  the 
nonsuitable  portion. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  provide  long- 
term  statutory  protection.  Preservation  of  all  wilderness 
values  would  be  assured  on  9,778  acres  and  is  anticipated 
on  the  remaining  656  acres  of  the  suitable  portion.  There 
would  be  a  loss  of  naturalness  on  1,798  acres  in  the 
nonsuitable  portion  and  the  potential  loss  of  naturalness 
on  the  remaining  2,788  acres  in  the  unsuitable  portion  over 
the  long  term.  Localized  reductions  of  opportunities  for 
primitive  recreation  and  solitude  would  be  lost  on  4,586 
acres. 


ALL  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE 

Acres  recommended  suitable  —  15,000 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable  —  0 

Erosion  and  Sedimentation 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  WSA  would  prevent 
increases  in  erosion  and  sedimentation  on  14,364  acres  by 
precluding  surface-disturbing  activities,  including  proposed 
timber  harvesting  and  vegetation  manipulation.  There  would 
be  a  very  low  potential  for  increases  in  erosion  and 
sedimentation  on  the  636  acres  of  state-owned  minerals. 
Although  this  area's  minerals  could  be  leased  at  the  State's 
discretion,  no  exploration  or  development  are  anticipated 
because  of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals. 


Conclusion:  Erosion  and  sedimentation  would  remain  at 
current  levels  because  timber  harvesting  and  vegetation 
manipulation  would  be  precluded. 

Energy  and  Mineral  Development 

Wilderness  designation  would  withdraw  14,364  acres 
from  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  leasing 
under  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
as  of  the  date  of  designation.  Unless  mining  claims  are  located 
within  the  WSA  and  valid  rights  are  established  by  discovery, 
the  mineral  potential  of  this  portion  of  the  WSA  would 
be  foregone.  No  valid  rights  are  anticipated.  The  withdrawal 
from  mineral  leasing  would  not  affect  leases  existing  at  the 
time  of  designation  but  would  preclude  renewal  or  new 
leasing  from  occurring. 

The  withdrawal  would  not  cause  significant  adverse 
impacts  to  mineral  exploration  and  development  because 
the  development  potential  for  all  minerals  is  low  and  the 
lack  of  development  on  previous  and  existing  leases  indicates 
low  interest  and  the  probability  that  exploration  and 
development  may  never  occur. 

The  636  acres  of  state-owned  minerals  would  initially 
be  open  to  leasing  at  the  State's  discretion.  Restrictions  on 
access  and  development  would  be  imposed  on  any  proposed 
mineral  activities  to  reduce  or  prevent  impairment  of 
wilderness  values.  Attempts  would  be  made  to  acquire  the 
mineral  estate  from  the  State  and  this  area  would  also  be 
withdrawn  following  acquisition.  There  is  a  high  probability 
the  mineral  estate  would  be  acquired  because  the  State  has 
expressed  a  willingness  to  exchange  state-owned  land  within 
BLM  wilderness.  No  significant  impacts  would  occur  because 
of  the  identified  low  potential  for  all  minerals  and  the 
probability  that  exploration  and  development  may  never 
occur. 

Conclusion:  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts 
because  of  the  low  development  potential  for  all  minerals. 
Exploration  and  development  of  potential  energy  and 
mineral  resources  would  be  prohibited  on  14,364  acres, 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights.  No  valid  rights  are  anticipated. 
The  636  acres  of  state-owned  minerals  would  be  available 
for  development  initially,  but  would  also  be  withdrawn  from 
development  if  the  mineral  estate  is  acquired. 

Big  Game  Habitat  and  Populations 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  WSA  ( 1 5,000  acres) 
would  prevent  habitat  disruption  in  critical  winter  range 
for  projected  populations  of  160  elk  and  850  deer. 

Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  proposed  projects 
on  1,798  acres  to  improve  forage  for  deer  and  elk  in  critical 
winter  range  within  the  WSA.  Because  sufficient  forage 
already  exists  to  support  projected  populations  of  850  deer 
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and  160  elk,  the  most  significant  effect  would  be  the  lack 
of  improvement  of  forage  quality  and  browse  condition. 
Early  movement  of  deer  and  elk  to  winter  ranges  at  lower 
elevations  would  continue,  resulting  in  increased  utilization 
and  reduced  availability  of  forage  on  those  lower  winter 
ranges  which  could  be  especially  critical  during  severe 
winters.  The  decrease  in  the  condition  and  availability  of 
forage  could  reduce  the  overall  condition  of  the  animals, 
reduce  reproduction,  and  increase  winter  mortality.  Although 
these  factors  could  potentially  reduce  populations,  it  is 
assumed  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  will  manage 
the  herds  as  necessary  to  meet  and  maintain  the  projected 
population  goals. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  WSA 
would  prevent  habitat  disruption  on  1 5,000  acres.  Projected 
populations  of  850  deer  and  1 60  elk  would  still  be  maintained 
although  the  forage  quality  and  browse  condition  for  these 
animals  would  not  be  improved. 

Timber  Production 

Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  management  and 
harvesting  of  137  acres  and  0.65  million  board  feet  (MMBF) 
of  sawtimber  and  1,048  acres  and  14,250  cords  of  fuel  wood. 
The  acreage  foregone  represents  about  8  percent  of  the 
acreage  suitable  for  management  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area.  The  average  annual  harvest  levels  of  8 
thousand  board  feet  of  timber  and  300  cords  of  fuelwood 
that  would  be  removed  from  the  allowable  harvest  base 
represent  less  than  one  percent  of  the  annual  allowable 
harvest  for  timber  (1.8  MMBF)  and  9  percent  of  the  annual 
allowable  harvest  for  pinyon-juniper  (3,535  cords)  on  public 
land  in  the  resource  area. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  WSA 
( 1 5,000  acres)  would  remove  1 37  acres  of  productive  forest 
land  (.65  MMBF  of  timber)  and  1,048  acres  of  productive 
woodland  (14,250  cords  of  fuelwood)  from  the  current 
allowable  harvest  base.  This  would  result  in  a  loss  of  8,000 
board  feet  of  timber  (2  acres)  and  300  cords  of  fuelwood 
(22  acres  annually).  While  these  figures  appear  significant 
for  the  Resource  Area,  they  become  very  insignificant  when 
compared  to  the  allowable  harvest  of  35.9  MMBF  of 
merchantable  timber  on  the  surrounding  White  River 
National  Forest. 

Recreational  Opportunities  and  Use 

Wilderness  designation  would  maintain  nonmotorized 
recreation  uses  such  as  hunting,  backpacking,  and  hiking 
(currently  about  500  visits)  but  would  prohibit  motorized 
use  (currently  about  200  visits).  The  adverse  impact  to  ORV 
use  would  be  low  because  of  the  existing  ORV  closure 
on  two-thirds  of  the  area  (9,852  acres)  and  the  low  amount 
of  use. 


The  natural  setting  in  the  Bull  Gulch  Recreation 
Management  Area  (9,852  acres)  would  be  maintained.  The 
setting  on  the  remaining  5,148  acres  would  be  changed  from 
one  which  generally  appears  to  be  natural  but  contains 
evidence  of  other  activities  and  uses  to  a  more  natural  setting. 
This  change  would  have  a  negligible  effect  on  recreational 
opportunities.  A  study  (Brown  1981)  of  setting  preferences 
for  various  activities,  specific  to  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area,  indicated  a  high  overall  preference  for  natural 
settings  but  that  preferences  for  many  activities  were  nearly 
equal  for  settings  ranging  from  natural  environments  to  those 
that  are  roaded  and  contain  moderate  evidence  of  other 
activities  and  uses.  This  study  also  indicates  that  changes 
of  individual  settings  are  generally  less  important  than 
maintaining  a  variety  of  settings. 

Use  levels  for  activities  other  than  ORV  use,  totaling 
about  500  visits  annually  are  expected  to  remain  at  current 
levels. 

Conclusion:  Recreation  settings  and  nonmotorized  uses 
would  be  maintained.  An  additional  5,148  acres  would  be 
closed  to  ORV  use,  resulting  in  a  loss  of  200  ORV  visits 
annually  within  the  WSA.  The  impacts  of  shifting  this  use 
to  other  public  lands  would  be  negligible.  Use  levels  for 
all  other  activities,  totalling  about  500  visits  annually,  are 
expected  to  remain  at  current  levels  unless  additional  access 
can  be  acquired. 

Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  WSA  ( 1 5,000  acres) 
would  have  short-term  and  long-term  benefits  to  wilderness 
values  by  providing  statutory  protection.  Wilderness 
designation  of  10,414  acres  in  the  northern  two-thirds  of 
the  WSA  would  have  short  and  long-term  benefit  to 
wilderness  values  by  providing  statutory  protection  of  the 
area's  high  quality  naturalness,  ecological  diversity,  scenic 
and  geologic  values,  and  deep  canyons  and  gulches  which 
provide  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive 
recreation.  Opportunities  would  be  provided  to  use  the  WSA 
as  a  scientific  benchmark  to  study  undisturbed  natural 
processes.  Although  no  development  is  expected,  wilderness 
preservation  would  not  be  assured  on  636  acres  of  the  suitable 
acreage  because  of  state  owned  minerals. 

Mineral  leasing  could  continue  on  the  636  acres  of  state- 
owned  minerals  in  the  east  central  portion  of  the  WSA 
at  the  State's  discretion.  Such  leasing  could  cause  a  loss 
of  naturalness  because  of  the  rights  for  access  and 
development  tied  to  such  leases.  Although  restrictions  would 
be  imposed  on  any  proposed  development  activities  to 
protect  wilderness  values,  these  restrictions  might  not 
completely  mitigate  the  impairment  of  wilderness  values 

However,  no  development  is  anticipated  because  ol  the  low 

potential  tor  all  minerals    In  addition,  this  is  considered  to 
bo   a   short-term    problem   as   the   Slate   has   expressed   a 
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willingness  to  exchange  mineral  estates  in  BLM  wildernesses. 
Following  acquisition  by  the  federal  government,  this  acreage 
would  also  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  provide  long- 
term  statutory  protection.  Preservation  of  all  wilderness 
values  would  be  assured  on  14,364  acres  and  is  anticipated 
on  the  remaining  636  acres  of  the  WSA  because  development 
of  state-owned  minerals  is  not  expected  to  occur. 


NO  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE 


(NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE) 

Acres  recommended  suitable  —  0 

Acres  recommended  nonsuitable  —  15,000 

Erosion  and  Sedimentation 

Timber  harvesting  and  vegetation  manipulation  in  this 
alternative  would  be  located  in  that  part  of  the  WSA 
described  as  the  nonsuitable  portion  in  the  Proposed  Action. 
Therefore,  impacts  on  erosion  and  sedimentation  rates  from 
these  activities  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  in 
the  Proposed  Action. 

Energy  and  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development 

Energy  and  mineral  exploration  development  would  not 
be  affected  because  potential  energy  and  mineral  resources 
would  be  available  for  development  subject  to  existing 
restrictions.  Exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
mineral  resources  would  be  allowed  throughout  the  WSA 
subject  to  surface  management  regulations  that  are  designed 
to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the 
environment  and  require  reasonable  reclamation  of 
disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities.  Oil  and  gas 
leasing  on  9,894  acres  would  be  allowed  subject  to  the 
existing  no  surface  facilities  stipulation.  Oil  and  gas  leasing 
on  950  acres  would  be  allowed  subject  to  the  existing 
seasonal  restriached  to  all  leases.  The  636  acres  of  state- 
owned  minerals  would  continue  to  be  open  to  leasing  at 
the  State's  discretion.  No  exploration  or  development  are 
anticipated  because  the  development  potential  is  low  for 
all  minerals  including  oil  and  gas. 

Conclusion:  Potential  energy  and  mineral  resources 
would  be  available  for  development.  No  exploration  or 
development  are  anticipated  because  of  the  low  potential 
for  all  minerals  including  oil  and  gas. 


Big  Game  Habitat  and  Populations 

Because  management  of  big  game  habitat  in  this  alternative 
would  be  the  same  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action, 
the  impacts  on  big  game  habitat  and  populations  would 
be  the  same  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Timber  Production 

Because  management  of  woodlands  and  forest  lands  in 
this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  described  under  the 
Proposed  Action,  the  impacts  on  timber  production  would 
be  the  same  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 

Recreational  Opportunities  and  Use 

The  impacts  on  recreational  opportunities  and  use  would 
be  the  same  as  described  under  the  Proposed  Action. 
Although  562  acres  closed  to  ORV  use  under  the  Proposed 
Action  would  remain  open  to  such  use  in  this  alternative, 
no  use  is  presently  occurring  nor  anticipated  in  the  affected 
area. 

Wilderness  Values 

Existing  management  restrictions,  including  the  no  surface 
facilities  stipulation  on  oil  and  gas  leasing,  an  ORV  closure, 
exclusion  of  timber  management,  and  an  unsuitable 
classification  for  utility  and  communication  facilities  in  the 
Bull  Gulch  Recreation  Management  Area  are  expected  to 
provide  long-term  administrative  protection  of  wilderness 
values  and  supplemental  values  on  7,954  acres  of  the  WSA. 
This  area  includes  the  interior  of  the  WSA  which  retains 
a  very  high  quality  of  naturalness,  the  deep  canyons  and 
gulches  that  provide  numerous  opportunities  for  outstanding 
solitude  and  primitive  recreation  and  significant  ecological 
values.  No  developments  are  planned  or  anticipated  within 
this  area  that  would  adversely  affect  wilderness  values. 

Although  no  development  is  anticipated,  the  potential 
for  mineral  exploration  and  development  on  636  acres  of 
state-owned  mineral  lands  in  the  east  central  portion  of  the 
WSA  could  adversely  affect  wilderness  values.  Mineral 
leasing  could  continue  on  the  636  acres  of  state-owned 
minerals  at  the  State's  discretion.  Mineral  development  of 
this  area  could  cause  a  loss  of  naturalness  because  of  the 
rights  for  access  and  development  tied  to  such  leases. 
However,  no  development  is  anticipated  because  of  the  low 
potential  for  all  minerals.  Because  the  State-owned  minerals 
are  located  on  the  boundary  of  the  WSA,  development 
activities  would  not  affect  the  remainder  of  the  WSA. 

Forest  and  woodland  harvesting,  road  building  and 
vegetative  manipulation  in  the  southern  one-third  of  the 
WSA  characterized  by  tree  and  shrub-covered  mountain 
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slopes,  gullies,  and  rocky  outcrops  and  along  its  northeastern 
boundary  with  its  spruce-fir  forests  and  gentle  slopes  would 
impair  naturalness  on  about  1,798  acres  over  the  long  term. 
Timber  harvesting  would  be  concentrated  along  the 
northeastern  boundary  of  the  WSA.  Woodland  harvesting 
and  vegetation  manipulation  would  occur  in  tracts  scattered 
throughout  the  southern  one-third  of  the  WSA.  Topographic 
and  vegetative  screening  would  minimize  any  impacts  from 
these  activities  on  the  balance  of  the  WSA. 

The  absence  of  statutory  and  administrative  protection 
on  2,788  acres  primarily  located  in  the  southern  portion 
of  the  WSA  would  result  in  impairment  of  its  wilderness 
values.  Uses  incompatible  with  wilderness  protection  would 
be  allowed.  The  overall  effect  would  be  the  loss  of  wilderness 
values  on  4,586  acres  in  the  southern  one-third  and  northeast 
boundary  area  of  the  WSA. 

Localized  shifts  in  types  of  recreational  use  would  occur 
on  those  areas  where  continued  ORV  use,  timber  and 
woodland  harvesting,  road  building,  and  vegetation 
manipulation  would  take  place.  ORV  use  which  currently 
has  200  visits  annually  throughout  the  WSA  would  tend 
to  concentrate  more  in  these  disturbed  areas  primarily  due 
to  improved  access.  Currently,  hiking  and  camping  use  in 
the  WSA  is  about  100  visits  annually.  Any  primitive 
recreation  activities  occurring  within  disturbed  areas  would 
shift  to  the  undisturbed  portions  of  the  WSA.  This  effect 
would  be  very  localized  in  denser  stands  of  timber  or  heavy 
brush.  More  displacement  of  primitive  recreation  would 
occur  in  open  stands  of  aspen  or  sagebrush.  Although  use 
locations  would  shift,  overall  use  would  not  be  expected 
to  increase  significantly  because  of  limited  access  to  the 
WSA. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  values  would  not  receive 
statutory  protection.  However,  no  short  term  loss  of 
wilderness  values  is  expected  on  10,414  acres  because  of 
existing  restrictive  management  (e.g.,  mineral  leasing 
restrictions,  ORV  closure)  and  lack  of  development  potential. 
The  overall  effect  would  be  the  loss  of  wilderness  values 
on  4,586  acres  in  the  southern  one-third  and  northeast 
boundary  area  of  the  WSA. 


CASTLE  PEAK  WILDERNESS 
STUDY  AREA  (CO-070-433) 

PROPOSED  ACTION  (NO  WILDERNESS 
ALTERNATIVE) 


Acres  recommended  suitable  -  -  0 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable 

Erosion  and  Sedimentation 


1,940 


Timber  harvesting  in  productive  forest  land  would  affect 
erosion  and  sedimentation  rates.  The  short-  and  long-term 
effects  for  typical  sites  where  timber  harvesting  would  occur 
are  shown  in  Table  4-2. 


Table  4-2. 

Expected  Erosion  and  Sedimentation  from  Timber  Harvesting  - 

Castle  Peak  Wilderness  Study  Area  (in  tons  per  acre  per  year) 


Site  Type 
(Vegetation/ 
Percent  Slope) 


Present 


Short-Term  ' 


Long-Term  2 


Treatment 

Method  Erosion         Sedimentation         Erosion         Sedimentation         Erosion         Sedimentation 


Mixed 
Conifer 

Forest- 
25'.  Slope 

Aspen 
Forest- 
25',  Slope 


Selective 
Cutting 

Clear- 
Cutting 

Clear- 
cutting 


0.6 
0.6 
0.6 


1.1 


1.1 


1.1 


2.3 


34 


3.4 


4.5 


6.8 


6.8 


0.6 


0.6 


0.6 


1  1 


11 


11 


1     One  year  after  treatment 
Ten  years  alter  treatment 
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Since  the  primary  effect  of  changes  in  erosion  would  be 
changes  in  sedimentation,  only  the  effects  on  sedimentation 
will  be  discussed.  As  shown  in  Table  3-1,  the  WSA  is  in 
four  watersheds.  Under  the  Northwest  Colorado  Council  of 
Governments  208  Plan,  the  threshold  increases  in 
sedimentation  over  existing  sediment  yields  are  15  percent 
for  the  Milk  Creek  watershed  (1,450  tons  per  year)  and 
25  percent  for  the  other  three  watersheds  (Alkali  Creek  - 
5,670  tons  per  year,  Big  Alkali  Creek  -  4,680  tons  per 
year,  and  Eagle  River-  18,625  tons  per  year). 

In  the  short-term,  timber  harvesting  would  cause  initial 
increases  in  sedimentation.  Under  a  worst-case  situation  in 
which  all  harvesting  in  a  given  year  would  occur  in  the 
Milk  Creek  watershed  and  timber  would  be  clearcut,  the 
average  annual  harvest  on  105  acres  would  increase 
sedimentation  by  an  estimated  357  tons  in  the  first  year 
(see  Table  4-2),  about  25  percent  of  the  threshold  level 
change.  Sedimentation  would  decline  rapidly  in  the  following 
two  to  three  years  as  new  vegetation  became  established 
and  would  decline  more  slowly  thereafter.  By  the  tenth  year, 
the  restored  ground  cover  conditions  on  harvest  areas  would 
be  expected  to  return  sedimentation  to  current  levels.  Thus, 
the  increases  in  erosion  would  not  be  considered  significant 
in  the  208  Plan. 

Road  construction  to  access  timber  sales  are  expected 
to  have  a  negligible  impact  on  sedimentation  because  of 
the  small  acreage  affected  and  because  roads  would  be 
constructed  in  conformance  with  BLM  road  standards  that 
are  designed  to  minimize  erosion.  Assuming  an  average  width 
of  disturbance  of  25  feet,  approximately  three  acres  would 
be  disturbed  per  mile  of  road.  The  five  to  ten  miles  of 
road  that  would  be  constructed  to  access  all  sale  areas  would 
disturb  only  fifteen  to  thirty  acres.  Actions  dictated  by  the 
BLM  road  standards,  including  revegetation  of  cut  and  fill 
slopes,  and  stabilization  of  road  surfaces  by  installation  of 
culverts,  ditches,  and  waterbars  to  control  water  movement 
would  reduce  potential  runoff  and  erosion.  Sedimentation 
from  road  construction  would,  therefore,  be  negligible  and 
is  not  included  in  the  357  tons  referenced  above. 

In  the  worst  case  situation,  the  combined  sedimentation 
from  cutting  105  additional  acres  of  timber  each  year  could 
approach  the  threshold  levels  in  the  208  Plan  of  1450  tons 
per  year  on  a  cumulative  basis  if  continued  for  several  years. 
Timber  sales  would  be  deferred  if  their  sedimentation  rates 
were  projected  to  exceed  threshold  levels. 

Conclusion:  Timber  harvesting  on  an  average  of  1 05  acres 
disturbed  per  year  would  cause  short-term  increases  in 
erosion  and  sedimentation  rates,  but  would  not  be  expected 
to  exceed  the  threshold  levels  given  in  the  208  Plan.  In 
the  long-term,  rates  would  decline  to,  or  below,  existing 
levels. 


Energy  and  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development 

No  exploration  or  development  is  anticipated  because 
the  potential  for  all  minerals  including  oil  and  gas  is  low. 
Energy  and  mineral  exploration  and  development  would 
not  be  affected  because  potential  energy  and  mineral 
resources  would  be  available  for  development  subject  to 
existing  restrictions.  Exploration  and  development  of 
locatable  mineral  resources  would  be  allowed  subject  to 
the  surface  management  regulations  that  are  designed  to 
prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the 
environment  and  require  reasonable  reclamation  of 
disturbance  resulting  from  mining  activities.  Oil  and  gas 
leasing  on  7,660  acres  would  be  allowed  subject  to  the 
existing  seasonal  restrictions.  In  the  remaining  4,280  acres 
of  the  WSA,  exploration  and  development  of  leasable 
minerals  would  be  allowed  subject  to  the  standard 
stipulations  attached  to  all  leases. 

Conclusion:  Potential  energy  and  mineral  resources 
would  be  available  for  development.  No  exploration  or 
development  are  anticipated  because  of  the  low  potential 
for  all  minerals  including  oil  and  gas. 

Aquatic  Habitat  and  Populations 

Aquatic  habitat  improvement  projects  would  be 
implemented  on  Castle,  Norman,  and  Catamount  Creeks 
and  Edges  Lake  to  benefit  the  fisheries.  A  total  of  5.8  miles 
of  streams  and  3  acres  of  Edges  Lake  would  be  improved 
which  represents  about  nine  percent  of  the  stream  mileage 
and  half  of  the  lake  acreage  proposed  for  improvement  on 
public  land  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  The 
projects  are  expected  to  include  instream  structures, 
streambank  or  shoreline  structures,  and  streambank  and 
shoreline  plantings.  The  instream  structures  would  increase 
the  number  of  riffles  and  pools,  improve  the  quality  of  riffles 
and  pools,  and  enhance  the  pool  to  riffle  ratio.  The  streamside 
structures  and  plantings  would  increase  stream  and  lakeside 
canopies,  increase  bank  cover,  reduce  the  percent  of  bare 
ground,  and  improve  bank  stability.  The  overall  effects  would 
be  improvement  of  aquatic  conditions  with  an  associated 
improvement  in  fish  condition,  productivity,  and  longevity. 

Aquatic  habitat  quality  could  be  reduced  from  habitat 
improvement  projects  in  the  short  term  through  increased 
sediment  levels.  However,  once  the  increased  sediment  levels 
are  reduced,  the  stream  habitat  will  return  to  pre-disturbance 
levels  within  1-5  years.  The  long-term  net  effect  would  be 
expected  to  result  in  improved  habitat. 

The  estimated  sedimentation  and  total  suspended  solids 
from  other  resource  activities  in  the  perennial  streams  under 
a  worst  case  situation  could  have  a  major  but  short-lived 
impact  on  the  existing  fisheries  in  Castle,  Norman,  and 
Catamount  Creeks.  The  degree  of  impact  would  depend 
on  a  number  of  factors  including  the  location  of  disturbance 
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relative  to  percent  slope,  aspect,  vegetative  cover,  resident 
soil  profiles,  annual  weather  patterns,  rate  of  disturbance, 
and  pre-existing  water  quality. 

The  estimated  sedimentation  described  under  the  erosion 
and  sedimentation  section  could  have  a  major  but  temporary 
impact  on  Castle  Creek  for  example.  The  increased 
sedimentation  would  decrease  pore  space  in  the  stream  bed 
rubble  and  therefore  reduce  existing  stream  invertebrate 
populations.  The  increased  suspended  solids  would  decrease 
ambient  light  and  reduce  stream  algae.  This  would  reduce 
the  food  base  for  fish  as  well  as  reducing  spawning  success. 

According  to  Ward  and  Gray  (1975),  once  the  disturbance 
stabilizes  and  stream  sedimentation  is  reduced,  the  stream 
would  rapidly  heal  itself.  This  is  especially  true  where  stream 
gradients  are  high.  The  stream  bed  sediments  would  be 
rapidly  scoured  out.  The  invertebrate  and  algae  communities 
would  rapidly  reestablish  their  former  species  diversity  and 
populations.  This  would  enable  the  trout  species  to  increase 
spawning  and  survival  and  return  to  former  densities.  This 
would  be  expected  to  occur  in  most  cases  within  one  to 
five  years. 

Management  stipulations,  restricting  surface-disturbing 
activities  near  streams  and  allowing  equipment  to  cross 
streams  only  at  designated  or  constructed  crossings  with 
culverts  or  bridges  designed  to  allow  migration  offish,  would 
prevent  degradation  of  aquatic  habitat. 

Conclusion:  Impacts  from  timber  harvesting  and 
construction  of  aquatic  habitat  improvement  projects  would 
cause  major  but  short-lived  impacts  on  fisheries.  However, 
over  the  long  term,  habitat  improvements  on  5.8  miles  of 
streams  and  one  lake  (3  acres)  would  improve  aquatic  habitat 
conditions  and  increase  fish  productivity. 

Big  Game  Habitat  and  Populations 

Projected  populations  of  1,225  deer  and  375  elk  and 
existing  summer  range  for  both  species  would  be  maintained. 
Timber  harvesting  would  have  short-term  adverse  impacts 
on  the  projected  populations  of  1,225  deer  and  375  elk 
including  temporary  loss  of  forage,  thermal  and  hiding  cover, 
and  solitude  and  displacement  of  animals  to  other  portions 
of  the  WSA  during  harvest  periods.  The  overall  impact 
would  be  negligible  because  of  the  small  amount  of  acreage 
affected  annually  in  the  WSA  (an  average  of  105  acres 
or  0.9  percent  of  the  WSA)  and  because  there  would  be 
sufficient  area  and  forage  in  the  remainder  of  the  WSA 
to  absorb  the  displaced  animals.  In  addition,  the  required 
management  stipulations  adopted  in  the  RMP  for  timber 
harvesting  restrict  the  size  and  design  of  harvest  areas  and 
provide  for  retention  of  hiding  cover  adjacent  to  harvest 
areas. 


Elk  calving  and  deer  fawning  areas  would  be  protected. 
The  required  management  stipulations  for  timber  harvesting 
preclude  timber  harvesting  in  elk  calving  areas,  establish 
buffer  zones  around  elk  calving  areas,  and  preclude  timber 
harvesting  in  the  buffer  zones  and  in  deer  fawning  areas 
during  calving  and  fawning  periods.  In  addition,  the  seasonal 
restriction  on  oil  and  gas  development  activities,  the  ORV 
restriction  limiting  such  use  to  designated  roads  and  trails, 
and  the  sensitive  classification  for  utility  and  communication 
facilities  would  prevent  habitat  disruption  during  elk  calving 
and  deer  fawning  periods. 

Conclusion:  Projected  populations  of  1,225  deer  and  375 
elk  would  be  maintained  in  the  long-term.  Timber  harvesting 
would  cause  minor  temporary  habitat  disruption  and 
displacement  of  big  game  to  other  portions  of  the  WSA. 

Timber  Production 

Timber  production  and  harvesting  would  be  allowed  on 
forest  land  in  the  current  allowable  harvest  base. 
Approximately  9,450  acres  of  productive  forest  land  would 
be  managed  and  a  total  of  59  MMBF  of  timber  would 
be  available  for  commercial  harvesting.  This  acreage 
represents  22  percent  of  the  productive  forest  land  and  56 
percent  of  the  total  spruce-fir  volume  in  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area.  On  a  sustained  yield  basis,  an  average 
of  105  acres  with  a  volume  of  0.66  MMBF  would  be 
harvested  annually.  This  harvest  level  would  represent  about 
37  percent  of  the  annual  allowable  harvest  level  ( 1 .8  MMBF) 
for  productive  forest  land  on  public  land  in  the  Resource 
Area.  While  these  figures  appear  significant  for  the  Resource 
Area,  they  become  very  insignificant  when  compared  to 
the  annual  allowable  harvest  of  35.9  MMBF  of  merchantable 
timber  on  the  surrounding  White  River  National  Forest. 

In  the  long  term,  the  timber  in  the  WSA  would  be  brought 
into  a  more  productive,  regulated  condition  through  the 
application  of  timber  harvests,  thinnings,  and  other  intensive 
forest  management  practices.  Harvesting  of  dead,  diseased, 
and  overaged  trees  would  improve  the  health  and  vigor 
of  the  forest  stands  and  reduce  mortality,  decay,  and 
susceptibility  to  insects  and  disease.  Removal  of  the  dead 
timber  would  also  reduce  the  heavy  fuel  load  and  potential 
major  wildfire  situation. 

Conclusion:  Timber  production  would  be  allowed  on 
forest  land  in  the  current  allowable  harvest  base.  The  annual 
sustained  yield  would  be  0.66  MMBF  oi  timber. 
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Recreational  Opportunities  and  Use 

Recreational  opportunities  and  settings  would  not  be 
significantly  affected  in  the  WSA.  All  existing  opportunities, 
including  recreational  ORV  use,  would  continue  to  be 
available.  Although  timber  harvesting,  road  building,  and 
continued  ORV  use  could  cause  localized  reductions  of 
nonmotorized  recreation  opportunities  (current  use  about 
25  camping/hiking  visits),  the  overall  effect  would  be 
negligible  because  these  actions  occur  only  on  the  small 
amount  of  acreage  affected  annually  in  the  WSA  (an  average 
of  1 05  acres  or  0.9  percent  of  the  WSA)  and  the  low  amount 
of  use. 

These  changes  in  recreational  settings  would  have  a 
negligible  effect  on  recreational  opportunities.  A  study 
(Brown  1981)  of  setting  preferences  for  various  activities, 
specific  to  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  indicated 
a  high  overall  preference  for  natural  setting  but  that 
preferences  for  many  activities,  such  as  hunting,  were  nearly 
equal  for  settings  ranging  from  natural  environments  to  those 
that  are  roaded  and  contain  moderate  evidence  of  other 
activities  and  uses.  This  study  also  indicates  that  changes 
of  individual  settings  are  generally  less  important  than 
maintaining  a  variety  of  settings. 

Recreational  ORV  use  except  for  snowmobile  use,  would 
continue  to  be  limited  to  the  existing  2.5  miles  of  designated 
routes.  Roads  constructed  for  timber  harvesting  would  be 
evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis  to  determine  if  they  should 
be  open  to  public  use  following  harvesting.  At  this  time, 
it  is  estimated  less  than  two  miles  of  additional  roads  would 
remain  open.  Thus,  ORV  use  opportunities  would  not  be 
expanded  significantly. 

Use  levels,  totalling  about  2,050  visits  per  year,  are 
expected  to  remain  at  current  levels. 

Conclusion:  Recreation  settings  and  uses  would  be 
maintained  in  the  WSA.  Use  levels,  totaling  about  2,050 
visits  annually,  are  expected  to  remain  at  current  levels. 
Localized  displacement  of  nonmotorized  primitive  recreation 
(about  25  user  days  annually)  would  occur. 

Wilderness  Values 

Nondesignation  of  the  WSA  would  have  both  short  and 
long-term  adverse  impacts  on  wilderness  values,  including 
its  highly  natural,  rolling,  expensive,  mountain  top  with  its 
forest  stands  of  aspen,  spruce-fir,  and  Douglas-fir,  open 
meadows  and  many  water  features.  Outstanding  opportun- 
ities for  solitude  and  primitive  recreation  would  also  be 
impacted.  Timber  harvesting  and  road  building  to  provide 
access  to  sales  in  the  productive  stands  of  aspen,  spruce- 
fir  and  Douglas-fir  distributed  throughout  the  WSA  would 
result  in  the  loss  of  naturalness  on  about  105  acres  per 
year  in  the  densely  forested  portions  of  the  WSA.  This  would 


result  in  a  potential  long  term  impact  on  naturalness  of 
9,450  acres  or  80  percent  of  the  WSA. 

Timber  harvesting,  road  building,  and  continued  ORV 
activity  would  result  in  localized  losses  of  outstanding 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  (current  use  about  25 
camping/hiking  visits).  Outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude  would  also  decrease.  In  the  denser  stands  of  spruce 
and  fir,  the  reductions  in  opportunities  for  primitive 
recreation  use  and  solitude  would  be  more  localized  while 
in  open  stands  of  aspen,  the  losses  would  be  more  widespread. 

In  addition,  the  absence  of  statutory  protection  could  result 
in  the  potential  loss  of  naturalness  on  2,490  acres  the  areas 
not  suitable  for  timber  harvesting  because  other  uses  such 
as  range  or  wildlife  projects  could  be  allowed  that  may 
be  incompatible  with  the  protection  of  wilderness  values. 

Conclusion:  The  overall  effect  would  be  the  loss  of 
wilderness  characteristics  throughout  the  WSA  because  of 
the  widespread  distribution  of  impacts  from  timber 
harvesting. 


ALL  WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVE 

Acres  recommended  suitable  --  11,940 
Acres  recommended  nonsuitable  —  0 

Erosion  and  Sedimentation 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  WSA  ( 1 1,940  acres) 
would  prevent  increases  in  erosion  by  precluding  surface- 
disturbing  activities,  including  timber  harvesting. 

Conclusion:  Erosion  and  sedimentation  levels  would 
remain  at  or  near  current  levels. 

Energy  and  Mineral  Development 

Exploration  and  development  on  1 1 ,940  acres  would  be 
prohibited.  Based  on  the  identified  absence  of  locatable  or 
salable  minerals,  wilderness  designation  would  have  no 
adverse  impacts  on  these  minerals.  Because  of  the  identified 
low  potential  and  the  low  probability  that  exploration  or 
development  would  occur,  wilderness  designation  would  not 
have  a  significant  impact  on  leasable  minerals. 

Conclusion:  Exploration  and  development  for  mineral 
resources  would  be  prohibited  on  1 1 ,940  acres.  Because 
there  is  no  development  anticipated,  no  mineral  development 
would  be  foregone. 
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Aquatic  Habitat  and  Populations 

Aquatic  habitat  improvement  projects  would  be 
implemented  on  Castle,  Norman,  and  Catamount  Creeks 
and  Edges  Lake  to  benefit  the  fisheries.  A  total  of  5.8  miles 
of  streams  and  3  acres  of  Edges  Lake  would  be  improved 
which  represents  about  nine  percent  of  the  stream  mileage 
and  half  of  the  lake  acreage  proposed  for  improvement  on 
public  land  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  The 
projects  are  expected  to  include  instream  structures, 
streambank  or  shoreline  structures,  and  streambank  and 
shoreline  plantings.  The  instream  structures  would  increase 
the  number  of  riffles  and  pools,  improve  the  quality  of  riffles 
and  pools,  and  enhance  the  pool  to  riffle  ratio.  The  streamside 
structures  and  plantings  would  increase  stream  and  lakeside 
canopies,  increase  bank  cover,  reduce  the  percent  of  bare 
ground,  and  improve  bank  stability.  The  overall  effects  would 
be  improvement  of  aquatic  conditions  with  an  associated 
improvement  in  fish  condition,  productivity,  and  longevity. 

Aquatic  habitat  quality  could  be  reduced  from  habitat 
improvement  projects  in  the  short  term  through  increased 
sediment  levels.  However,  once  the  increased  sediment  levels 
are  reduced,  the  stream  habitat  will  return  to  pre-disturbance 
levels  within  1-5  years.  The  long-term  net  effect  would  be 
expected  to  result  in  improved  habitat. 

According  to  Ward  and  Grey  (1975),  once  a  disturbance 
stabilizes  and  stream  sedimentation  is  reduced,  the  stream 
would  rapidly  heal  itself.  This  is  especially  true  where  stream 
gradients  are  high.  The  stream  bed  sediments  would  be 
rapidly  scoured  out.  The  invertebrate  and  algae  communities 
would  rapidly  reestablish  their  former  species  diversity  and 
populations.  This  would  enable  the  trout  species  to  increase 
spawning  and  survival  and  return  to  former  densities.  This 
would  be  expected  to  occur  in  most  cases  within  one  to 
five  years. 

Conclusion:  Aquatic  habitat  quality  could  be  reduced 
from  habitat  improvement  projects  in  the  short  term  through 
increased  sediment  levels.  Over  the  long-term  (1-5  years), 
habitat  improvements  on  5.8  miles  of  streams  and  one  lake 
(3  acres)  would  improve  aquatic  habitat  conditions  and 
increase  fish  productivity. 

Big  Game  Habitat  and  Populations 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  WSA  (1 1,940  acres)  would 
preclude  timber  harvesting  and  prevent  habitat  disruption 
for  the  projected  populations  of  1 ,225  deer  and  375  elk. 

Conclusion:  Projected  populations  of  1,225  deer  and  375 
elk  would  be  maintained.  Habitat  disruption  and  displace- 
ment of  big  game  associated  with  timber  harvesting  would 
not  occur. 


Timber  Production 

Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  management  and 
sustained  yield  harvesting  a  total  of  9,450  acres  of  productive 
forest  lands  with  a  total  volume  of  59  MMBF  of  timber. 

The  acreage  not  harvested  represents  22  percent  of  the 
productive  forest  land  and  56  percent  of  the  total  spruce- 
fir  volume  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  The 
average  annual  harvest  level  of  0.66  MMBF  of  timber  that 
would  be  removed  from  the  allowable  harvest  base  represents 
about  37  percent  of  the  annual  allowable  harvest  level  for 
timber  (1.8  MMBF)  on  public  land  in  the  resource  area. 
While  these  figures  appear  significant  for  the  resource  area, 
they  become  very  insignificant  when  compared  to  the  annual 
allowable  harvest  of  35.9  MMBF  of  merchantable  timber 
on  the  surrounding  White  River  National  Forest. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  remove  9,450 
acres  of  productive  forest  land  from  the  allowable  harvest 
base.  59  MMBF  of  productive  timber  with  an  annual 
sustained  yield  of  0.66  MMBF  would  be  foregone.  While 
these  figures  appear  significant  for  the  resource  area,  they 
become  very  insignificant  when  compared  to  the  annual 
allowable  harvest  of  35.9  MMBF  of  merchantable  timber 
on  the  surrounding  White  River  National  Forest. 

Recreational  Opportunities  and  Use 

Upon  designation,  the  entire  WSA  ( 1 1 ,940  acres)  would 
be  closed  to  ORV  use.  The  adverse  impact  would  be  low 
because  of  the  existing  ORV  limitations  and  the  relatively 
low  use  (estimated  150  visits  annually)  that  is  presently 
occurring.  In  addition,  the  ORV  use  foregone  in  the  WSA 
could  be  absorbed  in  other  public  lands  in  the  resource 
area  without  noticeable  impacts  to  those  lands  or 
inconvenience  to  ORV  enthusiasts. 

Other  recreational  activities  (i.e.,  hunting,  backpacking, 
hiking)  would  not  be  affected  by  wilderness  designation 
because  these  opportunities  would  continue  to  be  available. 
The  setting  throughout  the  WSA  would  be  changed  from 
one  which  generally  appears  to  be  natural  but  contains 
evidence  of  other  activities  and  uses  to  a  natural  setting. 
This  change  would  have  a  negligible  effect  on  recreational 
opportunities.  A  study  {Brown  1981)  of  setting  preferences 
for  various  activities,  specific  to  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area,  indicated  a  high  overall  preference  for  natural 
settings  but  that  preferences  for  many  activities,  such  as 
hunting,  were  nearly  equal  for  settings  ranging  from  natural 
environments  to  those  that  are  roaded  and  contain  moderate 
evidence  of  other  activities  and  uses.  This  study  also  indicates 
that  changes  of  individual  settings  are  generally  less  important 
than  maintaining  a  variety  of  settings. 
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CHAPTER  4 


Lack  of  access  to  the  W'SA  is  considered  to  be  the  main 
(actor  affecting  visitor  use.  Use  levels  for  activities  other 
than  ORV  use.  totalling  about  1,900  visits  annually,  are 
expected  to  remain  at  current  levels  unless  additional  access 
can  be  acquired. 

( '(inclusion:  The  existing  recreational  setting  and 
nonmotorized  uses  would  be  maintained.  The  entire  WSA 
would  be  closed  to  ORV  use,  resulting  in  a  loss  of  150 
ORV  visits  annually  within  the  WSA.  The  impacts  of  shifting 
this  use  to  other  public  lands  would  be  negligible.  Use  levels 
for  all  other  activities,  totalling  about  1,900  visits  annually, 
are  expected  to  remain  at  current  levels  unless. 

Wilderness  Values 


naturalness,  in  these  areas  as  described  previously  in  this 
chapter.  If  the  Eagle  Mountain  WSA  is  not  designated  as 
wilderness  and  if  mineral  exploration  development  or  other 
surface-disturbing  activities  would  occur,  permanent 
impairment  of  wilderness  characteristics,  primarily 
naturalness,  would  result.  However,  a  low  probability  exists 
that  such  development  would  occur. 


SHORT-TERM  USE 
VERSUS  LONG-TERM 


Wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  WSA  ( 1 1 ,940  acres) 
including  its  highly  natural,  rolling,  expansive  mountain  top 
with  its  forest  stands  of  aspen,  spruce-fir,  Douglas-fir,  and 
open  meadows  and  many  water  features  would  have  short- 
term  and  long-term  benefits  to  all  wilderness  values  by 
providing  statutory  protection.  Preservation  of  the  natural 
character  and  the  opportunities  for  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreation  would  be  assured  throughout  the  WSA  because 
of  the  lack  of  valid  rights  for  development.  Preservation 
of  wilderness  values  would  in  turn  protect  the  scenic  values 
including  the  basaltic  outcrop  that  appears  for  10  miles 
around  like  a  castle  on  the  skyline.  Opportunities  would 
exist  to  use  the  WSA  as  a  scientific  benchmark  to  study 
natural  processes. 

Conclusion:  The  11,940  acres  designated  as  wilderness 
would  receive  long-term  statutory  protection  and  all 
wilderness  values  would  be  preserved. 


ADVERSE  EFFECTS 
WHICH  CANNOT 


PRODUCTIVITY 


Designation  of  any  of  the  WSAs,  or  portions  thereof, 
would  protect  and  maintain  wilderness  values  and  current 
uses  except  for  ORV  use,  in  the  long  term  in  the  designated 
areas.  In  the  long  term,  wilderness  designation  would  impact 
the  potential  productivity  of  timber  resources,  wildlife 
habitat,  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  in  the 
Castle  Peak  WSA  and  4,856  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA. 
Wilderness  designation  would  not  significantly  affect  long- 
term  productivity  in  the  Eagle  Mountain  WSA,  Hack  Lake 
WSA,  or  9,852  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  because  of 
the  existing  restrictive  management  identified  for  these  areas 
in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
the  low  potential  for  development. 

Nondesignation  of  any  of  the  WSAs,  or  portions  thereof, 
would  represent  both  a  short-term  and  long-term 
commitment  to  manage  these  areas  for  resource  values  and 
uses  other  than  wilderness.  In  the  Castle  Peak  WSA  and 
4,586  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA,  the  wilderness  resource 
would  be  lost  entirely  in  the  long  term. 


BE  AVOIDED 


Wilderness  designation  of  any  of  the  WSAs,  or  portions 
thereof,  would  adversely  affect  various  resources  as  described 
previously  in  this  chapter.  Because  of  the  management 
commitment  that  would  result  from  designation,  none  of 
these  adverse  impacts  could  be  avoided. 

Nondesignation  of  the  Castle  Peak  WSA  and  4,586  acres 
of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  would  result  in  permanent 
impairment   of  wilderness   characteristics,   primarily 
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IRREVERSIBLE  OR 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

NET  ENERGY 


IRRETRIEVABLE 


ANALYSIS 


COMMITMENTS  OF 
RESOURCES 


Nondesignation  of  the  Castle  Peak  WSA  and  4,586  acres 
of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  would  represent  an  irreversible 
commitment  to  uses  other  than  wilderness,  resulting  in  the 
loss  of  wilderness  values. 

Although  wilderness  designation  is  considered  to  be  a 
permanent  form  of  management,  it  would  be  the  prerogative 
of  Congress  to  revoke  wilderness  designation  and  open  an 
area  to  uses  other  than  wilderness.  Thus,  designation  would 
not  represent  an  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitment 
of  any  of  the  WSAs,  or  portions  thereof,  to  wilderness 
management  or  a  permanent  loss  of  nonwilderness  resources 
or  uses. 


A  specific  energy  analysis  was  not  performed  for  this 
environmental  impact  statement  because  no  major  actions 
affecting  specific  sites  are  being  proposed.  A  meaningful 
net  energy  analysis  requires  that  a  specific  action  be  analyzed 
and  some  preliminary  engineering  data  be  available.  A  site- 
specific  energy  analysis  will  be  included  in  the  environmental 
document  prepared  for  any  major  site-specific  actions. 
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CHAPTER  FIVE 

CONSULTATION,  COORDINATION, 

AND  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


CHAPTER  5 

DOCUMENT  PREPARATION, 

CONSULTATION,  AND  COORDINATION 


DOCUMENT  PREPARATION 


The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) 
served  as  the  DEIS  for  this  document.  The  names  and 
qualifications  of  the  interdisciplinary  team  that  prepared  the 
DEIS  and  FEIS  on  the  RMP  are  listed  in  the  FEIS  on 
the  RMP. 

This  FEIS  was  also  prepared  by  an  interdisciplinary  team. 
Table  5-1  lists  the  names  and  qualifications  of  these  team 
members. 


CONSULTATION  AND 
COORDINATION 


The  planning  process  which  led  to  the  publication  of 
this  document  is  explained  in  Chapter  1.  Additional 
information  concerning  consultation  and  coordination 
follows: 


governments  that  may  be  affected.  To  determine  consistency 
of  wilderness  recommendations  and  state  and  local  resource- 
related  plans,  letters  were  sent  to  the  planning  departments 
of  Pitkin,  Eagle,  and  Garfield  Counties;  the  State  of  Colorado; 
and  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  requesting  an  official  statement 
on  those  plans,  policies,  and  programs  with  which  wilderness 
recommendations  should  be  consistent. 

To  keep  the  public  informed  and  to  solicit  comments 
on  the  planning  progress,  newsletters  were  published  in 
February  1980,  August  1980,  August  1981,  and  April  1982. 
Over  1,000  copies  were  mailed  to  various  agencies  and 
individuals  who  requested  information  on  the  RMP. 

In  addition  to  the  newsletters,  public  workshops  were 
held  in  November  and  December  1979  and  in  May  1982. 
The  workshops  in  1979  were  held  to  give  interested  agencies 
and  citizens  an  opportunity  to  voice  their  concerns  and 
identify  issues  for  consideration  in  the  RMP.  The  1982 
workshops  were  held  to  present  and  receive  comments  on 
the  Continuation  of  Current  Management,  Resource 
Protection,  and  Economic  Development  Alternatives  for 
consideration  in  developing  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

News  releases  and  Federal  Register  notices  concerning 
the  RMP  were  also  published  during  the  planning  process 
in  addition  to  the  many  news  broadcasts.  A  notice  of  intent 
of  preplanning  activities  for  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area  RMP  was  published  on  October  26, 1 979  in  the  Federal 
Register  (volume  44,  number  209,  pages  61663-61664). 


In  Preparation  of  the  DEIS  on  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan 


In  Preparation  of  the  FEIS  on  the  Glen- 
wood Springs  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  this  Wilderness  FEIS 


During  preparation  of  the  planning  documents  and  DEIS, 
federal,  state,  county,  and  local  agencies  were  contacted  to 
gain  information  and  close  data  gaps.  The  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  and  the  BLM's  Wilderness 
Study  Policy  require  that  the  resource  management  plan 
be  as  consistent  as  possible  with  existing  officially  adopted 
and  approved  resource-related  policies,  plans,  and  programs 
of  other  federal   agencies,   state   agencies,   and   local 


The  DEIS  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  on  October  29,  1982.  The  notice  of  availability 
and  a  public  hearing  announcement  were  published  on 
November  5,  1982  in  the  Federal  Register  (volume  47, 
number  215,  page  50365).  The  notice  announced  a  90- 
day  comment  period  ending  February  2,  1983. 
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Table  5-1 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  TEAM 


Name 


Position 


Qualifications 


Rex  Wells 


Wade  Johnson 


Grant  Loomis 


Edward  Ginouves 
Leonard  Coleman 

Langley  E.  Ligon 
James  Byers 
William  Right 
James  Abbott 

Douglas  Huntington 

Gail  Petry 
Michele  Earl 

Linda  Longenecker 

Madeleine  Weiss 
Linda  Cerise 


Team  Leader,  Recreation, 
Visual  Resources, 
Wilderness,  Off-Road 
Vehicles 

Wilderness 


Soils  and  Water 
Resources 


Energy  and  Minerals 
Resources 

Aquatic  and  Terrestrial 
Wildlife 


Vegetation  and  Livestock 
Grazing 

Timber  Resources 


Cultural  Resources 

Land  Tenure,  Utility 
and  Communication 
Facilities 


Technical  Coordinator 

Clerk-Typist 
Editorial  Clerk-Typist 

Clerk-Typist 

Clerk-Typist 
Clerk-Typist 


B.S.  Outdoor  Recreation,  BLM— 9 
years  outdoor  recreation  planner 


MS  Recreation  Resouces,  BLM — 12 
years  recreation  planner;  Utah 
Navajo  Development  Council — 2 
years  regional  planner 

BA.  Economics,  2  years  graduate 
education  in  water  resources 
administration,  BLM — 5  years 
hydrologist,  2  years  economist; 
Water  Resources  Research  Center, 
University  of  Arizona —  1  year 

B.S.  Mining  Engineering,  BLM — 5 
years  mining  engineer 

B.S.  Wildlife  and  Range,  BLM— 10 
years  wildlife  biologist,  2-1/2 
years  range  conservationist 

B.S.  Range  Management,  BLM — 13 
years  range  conservationist 

B.S.  Forest  Management,  BLM — 8 
years  forester 

B.S.  Anthropology,  BLM — 8  years 
archaeologist 

B.S.  Recreation  Administration, 
BLM — 3  years  realty  specialist, 
4  years  outdoor  recreation 
planner;  USFS — 1  year  forestry 
technician 

M.A.  Planning,  BLM — 5  years 
planner;  OSM — 3  years 
reclamation  specialist 

B.A.  Rhetoric,  BLM — 2  years 
administrative  services  clerk, 

2  years  editorial  clerk 

BLM — 1  year  administrative  clerk, 

3  years  purchasing/property  clerk, 

2  years  clerk/typist 

3  years  of  undergraduate  work 
toward  B.A.;  BLM — 3  years  clerk 
typist;  Department  of  Energy — 2-1/2 
years  Clerk 

BLM — 3  years  secretary;  National 
Park  Service — 1  year  secretary. 

BLM — 3-1/2  years  editorial  clerk,  2 
years  purchasing  agent/contract 
specialist;  DHEW — 1  year  secretary; 
U.S.  Forest  Service — 4  years 
resource  clerk /district  clerk 
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DOCUMENT  PREPARATION,  CONSULTATION,  AND  COORDINATION 


Over  500  copies  of  the  DEIS  were  mailed  to  federal, 
state,  and  local  governments;  private  groups  and  organi- 
zations; and  individuals  for  review  and  comment.  News 
releases  provided  information  on  how  to  obtain  copies  of 
the  DEIS  and  where  to  review  it.  Formal  public  hearings 
were  held  in  Glenwood  Springs,  Grand  Junction,  and  Denver 
on  December  7,  8,  and  14,  respectively.  A  BLM  official 
presided  over  each  hearing,  and  three  BLM  representatives 
served  on  the  panel.  A  court  reporter  recorded  the  hearings 
verbatim. 

Comments  on  the  DEIS  were  requested  from  the  following 
agencies  and  interest  groups.  Those  who  responded  are 
indicated  by  asterisks.  Those  responses  which  included 
wilderness-related  information  or  opinions  are  indicated  by 
double  asterisks.  The  index  number  assigned  to  each 
respondent  is  shown  in  Table  5-3. 


Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service* 

Geological  Survey 

National  Park  Service** 

Office  of  Surface  Mining 
Department  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service** 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  Energy 
Environmental  Protection  Agency** 
Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration* 


Colorado  State  Agencies 

Colorado  Division  of  Planning-State  Clearinghouse 

(Distributes  to  all  State  Agencies,  responding  agencies  listed 

below) 

Department  of  Natural  Resources** 

Colorado  Geological  Survey* 

Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation* 

Division  of  Wildlife** 

Office  of  the  State  Engineer** 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer** 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program* 


Local  Government 

Associated  Governments  of  Northwestern  Colorado 
Eagle**,  Garfield**,  Mesa,  Pitkin**,  Rio  Blanco,  and  Routt 
Counties  Commissioners  and  Planning  Departments 


Cities  and  Towns  of  Aspen,  Basalt,  Carbondale*,  Debeque, 
Eagle,  Glenwood  Springs*,  Gypsum,  New  Castle,  Rifle, 
Parachute,  Silt,  and  Snowmass  Village 


Other  Organizations 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Aspen  Board  of  Realtors 

American  Petroleum  Institute 

Club  20 

Colorado  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts 

Colorado  Association  of  4-Wheel  Drive  Clubs 

Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association** 

Colorado  Dude  and  Guest  Ranch  Association 

Colorado  Farm  Bureau 

Colorado  Guides  and  Outfitters  Association 

Colorado  Mining  Association* 

Colorado  Open  Space  Council** 

Colorado  School  of  Mines 

Colorado  State  University 

Colorado  Wool  Growers  Association 

Friends  of  the  Earth** 

Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  Mountain  States 

League  of  Women  Voters 

Minerals  Exploration  Coalition** 

National  Audubon  Society 

National  Wildlife  Federation* 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council** 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado* 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association 

Sierra  Club** 

Trout  Unlimited 

University  of  Colorado 

Upper  Colorado  Board  of  Realtors 

Western  Slope  Snowmobile  Club 

Wilderness  Society** 

Wildlife  Management  Institute* 

The  FEIS  on  the  RMP  was  filed  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  on  June  14,  1983.  The  notice  of 
availability  was  published  on  June  23,  1983  in  the  Federal 
Register  (volume  48,  number  122,  page  28742).  This  notice 
announced  a  30-day  protest  period  which  ended  on  July 
23,  1983. 

The  Record  of  Decision  for  the  RMP  was  signed  by 
the  BLM  Colorado  State  Director  in  January  1984.  The 
notice  of  availability  was  published  on  January  17,  1984, 
in  the  Federal  Register  (volume  49,  number  1 1,  pages  2026- 
2027). 
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CHAPTER  5 

In  Preparation  of  this  Wilderness  FEIS 


During  the  preparation  of  this  FEIS,  federal,  state,  and 
local  agencies  were  contacted  to  verify  and  update 
information  concerning  each  WSA.  This  information  has 
been  incorporated  into  this  FEIS.  Additional  consultation 
and  coordination  occurred  with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  and  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.  Responses  from  these 
agencies  are  included  in  this  chapter. 

The  U.  S.  Geologic  Survey  and  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
have  completed  the  mineral  surveys  for  the  areas 
recommended  preliminarily  suitable  in  the  DEIS.  The  BLM 
prepared  similar  reports  for  the  areas  recommended 
nonsuitable  in  the  DEIS.  This  information  has  been 
incorporated  into  this  FEIS. 


RELATIONSHIP  TO  OTHER 


DOCUMENTS 


This  FEIS  was  prepared  within  the  context  of  the  BLM 
wilderness  inventory  completed  in  1 980  and  the  Glenwood 
Springs  RMP  completed  in  1984.  The  associated  documents 
that  relate  to  this  FEIS  are  described  below  and  are 
referenced  in  the  text. 

Wilderness  Inventory  Handbook-Policy,  Direction,  Proce- 
dures and  Guidance  for  Conducting  Wilderness  Inventory 
of  the  Public  Lands-September  27,  1978 

This  handbook  contains  the  policy,  direction,  procedures, 
and  guidance  for  conducting  wilderness  inventory  on  the 
public  lands. 

Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under 
Wilderness  Review-December  12,  1979 

The  interim  management  policy  describes  the  interim 
management  of  WSAs  and  applies  only  during  the  time 
an  area  is  under  wilderness  review  and  until  Congress  acts 
on  WSAs. 

BLM:  Initial  Wilderness  Inventory-Final- August  1979 

During  the  initial  inventory,  public  lands  administered 
by  the  BLM  which  clearly  and  obviously  lacked  wilderness 
characteristics  were  identified  and  after  public  review  were 
dropped  from  further  wilderness  review.  Existing  in  office 
information  such  as  maps  and  aerial  photos  as  well  as  public 
input  were  used  to  make  this  determination.  Three  criteria 
were  required  for  an  area  to  be  recommended  for  more 


intensive  inventory.  An  area  had  to  be  (1)  at  least  5,000 
acres  in  size  or  contiguous  to  a  proposed  or  existing 
wilderness,  (2)  roadless  in  character,  and  (3)  substantially 
free  of  man's  imprints. 

BLM:  Intensive  Wilderness  Inventory-Proposed  Wilderness 
Study  Areas-February  1980 

This  report  documented  the  intensive  inventory.  Field 
surveys  were  conducted  and  areas  were  examined  for 
wilderness  qualities  listed  in  the  Wilderness 
Act:  Outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive  and 
unconfined  recreation,  naturalness,  and  the  presence  of 
supplemental  values.  Areas  having  these  characteristics  were 
identified  as  proposed  WSAs.  A  90-day  public  comment 
period  followed  publication  of  this  notice. 

BLM:  Intensive  Wilderness  Inventory-Final  Wilderness 
Study  Areas-No\ember  1980 

This  document  contains  the  same  information  as  the 
Proposed  Wilderness  Study  Areas  report,  except  this 
document  includes  a  thorough  analysis  and  evaluation  of 
public  comments  on  the  proposals  and  any  changes  to  the 
WSA  recommendations  made  as  a  result  of  public  comment. 
This  document  represents  the  completion  of  the  wilderness 
inventory. 

Wilderness  Study  Policy-February  3,  1 982 

This  document  describes  the  policies,  criteria,  and 
guidelines  for  conducting  wilderness  studies  on  public  lands. 

Wilderness  Management  Policy-September  1981 

This  document  describes  how  BLM  will  manage  public 
lands  that  are  designated  by  Congress  as  part  of  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System. 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan 

The  RMP  is  the  land  use  master  plan  that  identifies  the 
management  priorities  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area.  The  RMP  was  completed  in  January 
1984.  All  of  the  wilderness-related  documents  are  available 
for  review  at  any  BLM  office.  The  Glenwood  Springs  RMP 
can  be  reviewed  at  the  BLM  offices  in  Glenwood  Springs 
and  Grand  Junction. 
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DOCUMENT  PREPARATION,  CONSULTATION,  AND  COORDINATION 
PUBLIC  COMMENTS  Comments  and  Responses 


Analysis  and  Review  Procedures 


A  total  of  135  interested  citizens,  federal,  state,  and  local 
agencies,  and  private  organizations  submitted  comments  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP). 
Comments  were  in  the  form  of  letters,  or  oral  testimony 
presented  at  the  public  hearings  in  Glenwood  Springs,  Grand 
Junction,  and  Denver.  Sixty-three  percent  or  105  of  the 
total  comments  received  included  information  and  opinions 
relating  to  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  and  the  preliminary 
suitability  or  nonsuitability  recommendations  in  the  DEIS. 

To  aid  in  understanding  the  context  in  which  the 
comments  were  made,  the  preliminary  suitability  recom- 
mendations from  the  DEIS  are  shown  in  Table  5-2.  A  total 
of  340  acres  were  recommended  preliminarily  suitable  for 
wilderness.  Bull  Gulch  WSA  was  recommended  nonsuitable 
for  wilderness  in  the  DEIS.  Current  acreages  recommended 
suitable  for  wilderness  in  the  FEIS  are  also  shown  for 
comparison  in  Table  5-2.  The  reasons  for  changes  are 
explained  in  Chapter  1. 

All  written  comments  and  the  hearing  transcripts  were 
sent  with  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 
on  the  RMP  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Only  wilderness-related 
comments  and  the  hearing  transcripts  will  be  sent  with  this 
FEIS  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  All  comments  are  available  for  inspection 
at  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  and  Grand  Junction 
District  offices. 


All  comments  were  reviewed  and  considered.  Comments 
that  presented  new  data,  questioned  facts  or  analyses,  or 
raised  questions  or  issues  bearing  directly  upon  the 
alternatives  or  environmental  analyses  were  responded  to 
in  this  final  EIS.  In  many  instances,  the  same  concern  or 
information  was  expressed  by  more  than  one  contributor. 
In  these  cases,  the  comment  printed  is  the  one  which  was 
considered  to  most  accurately  represent  the  concerns  of  all 
contributors. 

Twenty-three  letters  or  oral  testimonies  were  received  that 
were  general  endorsements  for  designation  of  the  Bull  Gulch 
and  Castle  Peak  WSA's  to  be  recommended  preliminarily 
suitable  for  wilderness.  Due  to  the  general  nature  of  these 
comments  and  the  receipt  of  specific  comments  on  similar 
recommendations,  only  a  representative  sample  of  these 
general  comments  were  included  in  Chapter  5. 

Hearing  commenters  expressed  a  variety  of  concerns  on 
wilderness  suitability  and  nonsuitability  of  the  Hack  Lake, 
Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSA's.  Similar  concerns  were 
also  expressed  in  the  written  comments  included  in  this 
FEIS  and  therefore  the  oral  comments  are  not  repeated. 
Table  5-3  lists  the  contributors  whose  comments  contained 
wilderness-related  information  and  opinions.  These  are 
representative  of  all  the  135  comments  received.  Table  5- 
3  is  arranged  in  the  order  of  federal  agencies,  state  agencies, 
local  agencies,  and  other  organizations  and  individuals. 


Table  5-2. 

Comparison  of  Wilderness  Suitability  Recommendations 

Between  Draft  EIS  and  Final  EIS 


Wilderness 

Draft  EIS 

Final  EIS 

Study  Areas 

Suitable 

Nonsuitable 

Suitable 

Nonsuitable 

Eagle  Mountain 

330 

0 

330 

0 

Hack  Lake 

10 

0 

10 

0 

Bull  Gulch 

0 

15,000 

10,414 

4,586 

Castle  Peak 

0 

11,940 

0 

11,940 

Total 

340 

26,940 

10,754 

16,526 

5-5 


CHAPTER  5 

The  written  public  comments  concerned  with  wilderness 
are  presented  in  the  left  column  following  Table  5-3.  The 
index  numbers  in  the  upper  right  hand  corner  of  each 
comment  corresponds  with  the  index  number  shown  in  Table 
5-3.  Comments  with  responses  are  identified  by  vertical  lines 
and  consecutive  numbers  in  the  left  margins  of  the  letters. 
Only  comments  concerning  wilderness  have  been  answered 
except  in  those  situations  where  the  comment  and  response 
added  to  the  impact  analysis.  Response  to  these  comments 
are  shown  in  the  right  hand  column  and  are  numbered 
to  correspond  with  the  comments. 
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Table  5-3. 
LIST  OF  CONTRIBUTORS 


Index 

Number       Page      Individual,  Group,  or  Agency 


Federal  Agencies 

USDI  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Area  Office,  Colorado-Utah,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
USDI  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Endangered  Species  Office,  Grand  Junction,  Colorado 
USDI  National  Park  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Office,  Denver,  Colorado 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highway  Administration, 

Region  8,  Colorado  Division,  Denver,  Colorado 
USDA  Forest  Service,  White  River  National  Forest,  Aspen  Ranger  District,  Aspen,  Colorado 
USDA  Forest  Service,  White  River  National  Forest,  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 
U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  VIII,  Denver,  Colorado 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  Washington,  D.C. 

State  Agencies 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program,  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Denver,  Colorado 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program,  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Denver,  Colorado 

Division  of  Wildlife,  State  of  Colorado 

Department  of  Natural  Resources,  State  of  Colorado 

Office  of  State  Engineer,  Division  of  Water  Resources,  State  of  Colorado 

Colorado  Geological  Survey,  State  of  Colorado 

Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation,  State  of  Colorado 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Colorado  Historical  Society,  Denver,  Colorado 

(Responds  to  BLM  letter  of  2/9/87,  which  is  included) 

Local  Agencies 

Pitkin  County,  Aspen,  Colorado 

City  of  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 

Aspen/Pitkin  Planning  Office,  Aspen,  Colorado 

Garfield  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 

City  of  Carbondale,  Colorado 

Eagle  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Eagle,  Colorado 

Other  Organizations  and  Individuals 

Howard  E.  Tingley,  Carbondale,  Colorado 

Paul  Rea,  Greeley,  Colorado 

Sierra  Club,  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter,  Denver,  Colorado 

Robert  E.  Schreiner,  Jr.,  Englewood,  Colorado 

Benton  Land  and  Livestock  Company,  Burns,  Colorado 

The  Colorado  River  and  Eagle  Company,  Eagle,  Colorado 

Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop,  Inc.,  Aspen,  Colorado 

Jerry  Craghead,  Eagle,  Colorado 

Eagle  County  Agricultural  Landowners  Association,  Eagle,  Colorado 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Denver,  Colorado 

Colorado  Wilderness  Network,  Denver,  Colorado 

University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study  Group,  Boulder,  Colorado 

Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association,  Denver,  Colorado 

Minerals  Exploration  Coalition,  Denver,  Colorado 

*     Comments  from  federal,  state,  or  local  government  agencies  that  do  not  contain  wilderness-related  information 
or  opinions. 

°    Comment  received  during  consultation  and  coordination  for  this  Wilderness  FEIS 
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5-11 
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5-12 
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8° 

5-14 

9* 

5-15 

10* 

5-17 

11 

5-18 

12 

5-20 

13 

5-22 

14 

5-23 

15 

5-23 

16° 

5-24 

17 

5-25 

18* 

5-27 

19* 

5-28 

20 

5-30 

21* 

5-31 

22 

5-33 

23 

5-34 

24 

5-39 

25 

5-40 

26 

5-43 

27 

5-45 

28 

5-46 

29 

5-46 

30 

5-51 

31 

5-54 

32 

5-54 

33 

5-65 

34 

5-76 

35 

5-81 

36 
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(ES)  January  19.  1983 


TO:      Area  Manager 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

FROM:    Field  Supervisor 

Ecological  Services 

SUBJECT:  Comment  on  DEIS  -  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan 

In  general,  the  overall  document  is  well  written  and  easy  to  understand. 
It  adequately  addresses  potential  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
for  the  preferred  plan  and  Its  alternatives. 

The  FWS  believes  that  the  DEIS  does  contain  several  slgnflcant  short- 
comings or  biases  that  warrant  further  considered.  We  believe  that  the 
DEIS  is  unnecessarily  prejudicial  against  wildlife.  The  Preferred  Plan 
with  its  forage  allocation,  land  disposal  and  habitat  losses  from  private 
land  development  will  result  in  an  unacceptably  large  decline  in  existing 
big  game  populations. 

In  a  recent  survey  conducted  by  Colorado  State  University,  wildlife 
generated  $2.5  billion  for  the  Colorado  economy  1n  1981.  Any  actions  by 
the  BLM  that  could  seriously  reduce  wildlife  productivity  and  thereby 
Its  economic  productivity  must  be  done  only  as  a  last  resort.  With  the 
Inherent  bias  of  the  DEIS  this  is  not  tfiecase.  On  Page  46  of  the  DEIS 
the  BLM  states  that  the  goal  of  the  Preferred  Plan  Is  to  favor  livestock 
grazing  (active  preference)  over  wildlife  grazing  (existing  use).  The 
FWS  believes  that  livestock  and  wildlife  must  receive  equal  consideration 
In  resource  and  forage  allocations. 

In  addition,  the  FWS  believes  land  disposal  as  currently  planned  will 
have  serious  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  especially  wintering  big  game. 
Disposal  of  public  lands  containing  significant  resource  values,  especially 
crucial  winter  range,  is  not  well  advised  for  the  future  health  of  big 
game  herds.  Any  lands  to  be  sold  and/or  exchanged  should  be  closely 
coordinated  with  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  big  game  biologists  and 
only  with  their  concurrence. 


Page  2 


A  major  shortcoming  of  the  DEIS  is  that  there  is  no  discussion  of  any 
anticipated  mitigation  efforts  to  reduce  identified  environmental  Impacts. 
The  National  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires  an  EIS  to  "Include  appropriate 
mitigation  measures  not  already  included  in  the  proposed  action  or 
alternative"  (Section  1502.14(f)).  Section  1502.16(h)  requires  a  discussion 
of  the  "means  to  mitigate  adverse  environmental  impacts."  Without 
inclusion  of  the  means  and  measures  needed  to  compensate  for  fish  and 
wildlife  losses  associated  with  the  proposal,  the  requirements  of  NEPA 
and  the  CEO  will  not  be  fully  met. 

The  FWS  believes  that  the  items  presented  In  this  memorandum  need  to  be 
addressed  and  Incorporated  Into  the  Final  EIS.  This  memorandum  does  not 
fulfill  Section  7  consultation  as  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
of  1973  (16  U.S.C.  1531,  et  seq.).  For  endangered  species  concerns, 
contact  the  Endangered  Species  Team.  FWS,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  (801-524- 
4430). 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  to  this  document  and  if 
we  can  be  of  additional  service,  please  contact  our  Grand  Junction  or 
Salt  Lake  City  staff.  The  Grand  Junction  address  1s:  551  25  1/2  Road, 
Suite  B-113  Independence  Plaza,  Grand  Junction,  Colorado  81501  (303-243- 
2778).  The  Salt  Lake  City  address  is:  1311  Federal  Building,  125  South 
State  Street,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84138  (801-524-5637). 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  cooperation. 

Sincerely  yours, 


'  .   // 


- 


Field  Supervisor 
Ecological  Services 


cc:  RO  (ENV)  -  Denver,  Colorado 
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United  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior 

nsn  \nd  wn  hi  II  I    si  B.VICE 

ENDANGI  HI  li  SP£<  lis  OFFH  I 
--.SI  25'    ROAD 

IMH  l-l  Mil  M  I      I'l    W  \ 

SUIT!   n-  111 

(.RAMI   JIM  HUN,   COLORADO   8150'. 

ill  F.PHONI     303-241  -0563 

.lunr     I'.),      I'IKI, 


MEMORANDUM 

lames  Owings,  Area  Manager,  Gienw I  Springs  Resource  Are 

Bureau  of  Land  Management ,  Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

FROM:      Hobort  R.  Leachman ,  A<  I  i nt'  Projed  Leader,  U.S.  Fish  and 
Service,  Endangered  Species  oil  i.e.  Grand  Junction.  ' 

sniuiiCTr   Section  7  Consultation  on  Wilderness  Portion  ul  Glenwood 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


We  agree  will,  mini  i n«  oi  ".,..  i-il.-.i"  on  threatened  and  endangei 

species  in  the  HulJ  Gulch,  Castle  Peak.  Eagle  Mountain.  Ha.  k  Lake  Wi 

Studv  At .  ■  ,  ■ .  regar t,   wilderness  designation.   Further  coordination 

Sect  inn  7  nt  the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  not  necessary  tor  this  pa 

action. 


Thanh 


I. 


in:  I  In  i.ii  .ii.  .1  .mil  .  n.tiin'i  i  .-.I  spi 


II  in  ?n  1986 
MANAGE.iV.cn 


L7619    (RMR-PC) 


United  Slates  Deparlmenl  of  the  Interior 
NATIONA1    l>\kk   SIRVICE 

ROCKY     MOUNTAIN     REGIONAL    OFF1C1 
655  Parte!  Scree. 
P.O.  Bo»  25287 
Denver,  Colorado    80225 


JAN  26  1983 


Area  Manager,  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  P.O.  Box  1009,  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 


Associate  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resource  Preservation, 

Rocky  Mountain  Region 


Subject:   Rev 
Res< 


of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  fo 
e  Management  Plan,  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Are 
Colorado  (DES-82/67) 


The  National  Park  Service  has  reviewed  the  subject  draft  EIS  from  the 
standpoints  of  jurisdiction  by  law  and/or  special  expertise  and  has  the 
following  comments: 

The  National  Park  Service  supports  establishment  of  wilderness  generally 
as  enhancing  the  overall  setting  for  recreational  use  and  aesthetic 
quality.  From  the  figures  in  Table  3-18,  it  appears  that  wilderness 
characteristics  will  be  preserved  only  when  they  do  not  conflict  with 
the  alternative  in  question.  We  suggest  that  the  final  EIS  contain  a 
more  detailed  clarification  on  BLM's  policy  regarding  wilderness  se- 
lection. 

Along  those  same  lines,  we  note  on  page  33  that  nomination  of  the  Blue 
Hill  Archeological  District  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
is  not  included  under  the  Continuation  of  Current  Management  Alternative. 
Further,  page  35  states  that  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 
(ACEC's)  would  not  be  designated  under  this  alternative.   Since  there  is 
no  obvious  explanation  for  this,  we  are  curious  as  to  the  reason  for 
these  omissions  from  the  current  management  plan  and  recommend  that  it 
be  discussed  in  the  final  EIS. 

It  also  appears  from  Table  3-19  on  page  36  that  Keyser  and  East  Canyon 
Creeks  would  not  be  designated  as  ACEC's  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
There  is  also  some  question  as  to  the  status  of  Thompson  Creek  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  with  Table  3-19  indicating  that  it  would  be  des- 
ignated as  an  ACEC  under  that  alternative  and  page  37  saying  it  would 
not.   This  seems  inconsistent,  and  we  suggest  the  final  EIS  contain  a 
discussion  on  how  an  area  could  be  an  ACEC  under  one  alternative  and  not 
be  under  another. 

Table  3-28  on  pages  48-59  includes  analysis  of  a  No  Grazing  Alternative 
which  does  not  appear  in  any  other  part  of  this  document.   We  believe 


RFSPONSE  TO  COMMFNTEF  ? 


Thank  you  for  your 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMFNTER  3 

Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


The  BLM's  policy  on  wi 
contained  in  the  BLM's 
FFDFRAL  REGISTER,  Febr 


s  studies  and  recommendations  is 
ness  Study  Policy  published  in  the 
1982. 
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the    final   E1S   ahould   thoroughly   examine   thl-   alternative    In   the   same 

Biannrr    as    the    others,    or    It    should    br    eliminated    fron 

We  muat    take    leaue  with   the   unaubatant  lated   atatement   on   oage   Uh    \ 

the   general    Public   tloea   not   conalder  mat  nvvmrnt    of   rultural    rooul 

to   be  a  wlor    laaue.      If    thla    la   BLH'*   p«l  «ln 

the   failure   to   Include   the   nonlnat  Ion   .»f    the    Blltt 

District    to   the   National   Reslater   of    HistorU    r  tltlnu- 

■f   Current   Hail 
Colorado  State  Hlatorlc  Pr«Mrvaclon  Officer   (SHPO)  does  not  «pp>  nr  on 

[  for  thla  document 

In  willing  to  apeak  for  the  general  public  •bou  -..  a 

statement  auch  aa  thla  one  ahould  be  supp'emented  bv  evidence.  If  no 
auch  evidence  la  available,  the  statement  should  be  deleted  from  the 
final  environmental  statement. 

The  Glenwood  Spring*  Resource  Area  contains  several  potential  National 
Natural  Landmarks.   Thev  are  as  follows: 

Eagle  Countv 

Colorado  River  (State  Bridge  to  Dotnero) 

Deep  Creek 

Detsero  Lava  Flow  and  Volcano 

Essie  River 

Gvosud  CllffH 

Garfield  Countv 

Glenwood  Canvon 
Glenwood  Hot  Springs 
Grand  Hogback 
Rifle  Creek  Box  Canvon 

Protect  planning  and  implementation  of  a  selected  alternative  should 
consider  these  potential  designations  and  avoid  lnmactB  which  would 
adversely  affect  the  ecological  and  geological  features  of  these  an 
Further  Information  on  these  areas  can  be  obtained  from  Ms.  Carole 
Madison.  National  Park  Service.  Rockv  Mountain  Region.  P.O.  Box  25287, 
Denver  Federal  Center,  Denver.  Colorado  80225  (Phone:   234-6443). 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 

IEOION  IIOHT 

Colorado  Division 

Post  Office  Box  25406 

555  Zang  Street 

Denver,  Colorado  80225 

January  24,  1983 


Mr.  Alfred  Wright 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Glenwood  Sprinqs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Sox  1CC9 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Dear  Mr.  Wright: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  on  the  "Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management 
Plan." 

We  have  reviewed  the  document  and  have  no  comments. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  statement. 

Sincerely  yours, 


HP0-C0 
434 


ap- 


A.  J.  Siccardi 
Division  Administrator 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTER  4 
Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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(U  4  ft', 

yA/     i  '■■parlment  o! 
<^^p^  Agriculture 


Aspen  Ranger  Die 
806  West  Hal lam 
Aspen.  CO  81611 


1950 
'  February  1,  1983 


Mr.  Al  Wright,  Manager 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  C.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


following  ar 
Draft  Envir 
mrce  Area: 


comments  from  the  Aspen  Ranger  District  concerni 
mental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Glenwood  Springs 


"Locatable  Minera 
proposed  operatio 


but 


tificatio 


.  BLM  approval  w 
would  disturb  5 
uld  be  required. " 


jld  not  be  needed  if 


Although  this  does  not  directly  affect  National  Forest  manage- 
ment, I  have  a  concern  that  a  5  acre  operation,  if  done 
improperly  and  in  an  environmentally  sensitive  location,  could 
potentially  be  of  greater  significance  than  a  larger  operation 
done  properly. 

In  addition,  5  acres  per  year  can  add  up  quickly  over  a  period 
of  years.   The  result  could  be  a  large  project  with 
considerably  different  impacts  and  effects  than  originally 
planned. 

b  30   In  every  alternative,  you  propose  disposal  of  lands  resulting 
in  "significant  adverse  impact  on  big  game  through  loss  of 
crucial  winter  range". 

In  light  of  the  shrinking  winter  range  situation  on  the 
Western  Slope,  it  seems  land  adjustment  objectives  should 
recognize  the  importance  of  maintaining  "crucial"  winter  range 
acreages. 

3-34  This  map  shows  all  lands  in  the  immediate  Aspen  area  in  the 
"Disposal"  category.   This  would  include  the  public  parking 
area  and  city  water  facilities  on  Red  Mountain  on  lot  22, 
Section  7,  T10S,  R94W.   As  we  have  discussed  with  your  staff 
previously,  we  would  prefer  this  area  Lc  remain  in  public 
ownership  because  it  provides  important  winter  access  into 
Hunter  Creek. 


RFSPONSE  TO  COMMFfJTER  5 


Thank  you  for  your 


FS-620O- 1 t  (8-eO) 


Al  Wright,  Manager 


We  support  your  proposal  to  retain  ownership  and  cooperatively 
manage  the  Capitol  Guard  Station  area,  Section  25,  T9S ,  R86W. 
It  provides  valuable  parking  and  access  into  East  Sopris  Creek 
and  Hay  Park. 

We  also  support  retention  of  the  Eagle  Mountain  parcel  in 
Section  34,  T9S ,  R86W  and  Section  3,  T10S,  R86W. 

You  show  a  parcel  for  disposal  in  Sections  3,  4,  and  10,  T9S, 
R85W  which  we  would  like  to  see  retained  in  public  ownership. 
This  parcel  contains  big  game  winter  range,  plus  a  road  for 
which  right-of-way  should  be  preserved. 


I  trust  these  comments  will  be  of  value 
meant  in  a  constructive  manner. 


t  to  stress  they  are 
if  you 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.   Please  contact  me 
any  clarification  or  wish  to  discuss  any  of  the  above  comment 


DENNIS  E.  BSCHOR 
District  Ranger 


Board  of  County  Commissioners,  Pitkin  County 

Randy  Cote,  Division  of  Wildlife 

Mark  Fuller,  Pitkin  County  Environmental  Coordinator 

Sunny  Vann,  Planning  Director 

Forest  Supervisor,  White  River  N.F. 
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tho  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  draft  plan. 


Sincerely, 


RICHARD  E.  WOGOROW  J 
Forest  Supervisor 


"TNTFH   fc 


—  ~ 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  VIII 
I860  LINCOLN  STREET 
198  -  DENVER.  COLORADO  80295-0699 


FEB  i 

Ref:     8PM-EA 

Alfred  Wright,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.   Box   1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado     81602 

Oear  Mr.  Wright: 

EPA  Region  VIII   has  reviewed  the  draft  environmental   impact  statement  for 
the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan.     Generally  we  have  found  the 
document  to  be  well   organized  and  thorough,  with  information  presented  clearly. 

We  have  identified  three  areas  of  concern  to  EPA  that  are  discussed  in 
the  attached  comments.     We  believe  that  the  reasons  for  choices  of  water 
qual ity  management  activities  and  wilderness  recommendations  need  to  be 
clarified  in  the  Final  EIS.     We  also  think  that  more  information   is  needed 
regarding  grazing  management  activities  and  their  impacts  on  water  quality. 

8ased  on  the  system  EPA  uses  for  categorizing  environmental    impact 
statements   under  its  review,  we  have  rated  this  DEIS  as  L0-2.     This  means  that 
we  do  not  currently  have  any  objections  to  the  proposed  plan.     We  believe  that 
additional    information  would  improve  the  Final  EIS   and  adequately  explain  the 
proposal   and  its  environmental   Impact. 

I  hope  that  these  comments  will   prove  useful   to  your  office  in  developing 
the  Final  EIS  on  this  Resource  Management  Plan.      If  you  need  further 
assistance  from  this  office,  please  contact  M1'<e  Ganseckl  of  my  staff 
(FTS    327-4831). 


'Steven  Ji  Durham 
Regional  Administrator 
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DETAILED  COMMENTS   OF   THE   ENVIRONMENTAL   PROTECTION   AGENCY  ON   THE 

draft_environmenTaL~impact  STATEMENT  FOR  THE  GLENWOQQ  SPRINGS 

RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT   PLAN    (BLM) 

1.  The  Oraft  EIS    is  a  generally  coherent   and  well-organized  document 
EPA   is  particularly  impressed  with  the  work  that  was  done  to  define  sediment 
runoff   characteristics  in   various  subregions  of  the  Planning  Area.     Based  on 
the  system  EPA  uses   to  categorize  EISs  under   its   review,  we  have  rated  this 
Draft  EIS   as  LO-2.     This  means  that  we   have  no  objections  to  the  project 
proposal;    however,  we  believe  that   additional    information   is  needed  in  the 
Final  EIS.     We   do  think  that   greater  consideration  could  be  given  to  outlining 
the  priority  areas   for  BLM  management  for   all   of  the  resources  concerned.     We 
are  particularly  concerned  with  the  protection  of  critical   watersheds,  water 
quality  problem  areas,   and  areas  of  critical   environmental   concern. 

2.  Preferred  Management  Decisions 

The  EIS  presents   three  principal   alternatives   for   evaluation  --   the 
continuation  of  current  management  practices,   a  resource  protection 
alternative,   and  an  economic  development   alternative.     On  page   ix  of  the 
Summary,  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  identified  as,  "including  aspects  of 
both  Resource  Protection   and  Economic  Development".     For   the  most  part, 
preferred  management   decisions  presented  in  this  DEIS  can  be   understood  as 
BLM's  best  judgment   regarding  these  options. 

However,   in  some  situations,   there   are  preferred  management   decisions 
made  that   differ  considerably  from  the  evaluated  alternatives.     These  include 
certain   aspects  of  water  quality  management   and  wil  derness  management.     EPA 
believes   that  where  such  a  departure  occurs,   that  the  EIS  should  contain  more 
explanation  of   how   and  why  those  decisions  were  reached. 

a.     Water  Qua  1  ity  Management 

On  page  16  of  the  DEIS,    it   is   noted  that: 

"under  Resource  Protection   and  Economic  Development  Alternatives 
four   areas  shown  on  Map  3-1  would  be  monitored  to  identify  the 
origins   of  existing  water   quality  problems.     Under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,   two   areas,  Milk  Creek   and  Alkali  Creek  basins,  shown  on 
Map  3-1  would  be  investigated..." 

Map  3-1  is  very  non-specific  and  does  not  identify  the  watersheds  or 
the  nature  of  water  quality  problems.  Under  discussions  of  the  Affected 
Environment,  these  watershed  problem  areas  are  again  not  defined.  There 
is  considerable  discussion  of  salinity  water  quality  impacts  from  saline 
seeps,  ground  water  recharge  areas,  etc.  We  are  not  sure  whether  these 
are  the  same  problem  areas  discussed  on  page   16  or   not. 


The  Final  EIS  would  be  enhanced  by  identifying  the  four  problem 
areas  mentioned  above.     A  more  understandable  rationale  should  also  be 
provided  as   to  why  these   areas  will    not  be  monitored  for  their  possible 
origins.     If  the  salinity-related  issues   are  separated  from  the 
identified  water  quality  problems,  some  discussion  should  also  be 
included  as   to  what  the  8LM  can   and  should  do  relative  to  salinity 
control.     The  EIS  should  also  recognize  that  the  U.S.   Bureau  of 
Reclamation  is  conducting  studies  for   possible  control    of   some  of   the 
saline  springs  in  the  Glenwood-Dotsero   area. 

The   local   water  quality  management   agencies  may  have   identified  high 
priority  watersheds  which   contain  8LM  land  in  addition  to  watersheds   contained 
in  the  Areas  of  Critical   Environmental   Concern   and  Critical  Watershed 
Management  Areas).     We  encourage  cooperation  with  these  agencies  in 
prioritizing  resource  management   actions   to  these  areas   if   needed. 

b.     Wilderness  Management    and  Recommendations 

A  similar  incongruity  between  the  Resource  Protection/Economic 
Development   versus  the  Preferred  Alternative  occurs  with  respect  to 
Wilderness  Study  Area  recommendations.     On  page   35,   recommendations  for 
suitable  wilderness   vary  from  10,755  to  30,630  acres   under  the  evaluated 
alternatives.     Yet   the  preferred  recommendation   identifies   only  330  acres 
as  suitable  for  wilderness. 

The  Bull   Gulch  WSA   is  of  particular   concern.     In  the  discussion  of 
wilderness   values  on  pages   80-81,  the  DEIS   notes  that  Bull  Gulch  "is  the 
only  areas  with  wilderness   potential    in  the  resource   area  that  contains   a 
land  form/ecosystem  type  different  from  that  in  the  existing  wildernesses 
in  the  local    region." 

One  of  the  more  important  criteria  for  wilderness   consideration   includes 
consideration  of   unique  or  fragile  lands   in  a  wild  state.     The  DEIS 
discussion  dismisses   this  WSA  from  further  consideration  on  page  46: 

"The  entire  area  was  recommended  as   nonsuitable  because  other 
special   management   recommendations  to  protect   visual,   natural,  and 
primitive  recreation   values  were  considered  more  appropriate  for 
this  area.     This  recommendation  eliminates  potential   manageability 
problems  that  would  result  from  wilderness  management.      In   addition, 
this  area  would  only  add  to  the  diversity  of   the  National   Wilderness 
Preservation  System  locally." 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTER  7 

Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

Response  1 

The    Proposed    Action    in    this    FFIS    recommends    10,754    acres    as 
suitable    for   wilderness    designation. 

Response    2 

The  Bull  Culch  WSA  was  recognized  as  helng  ecologically 
different  from  existing  wildernesses  locally.   However, 
numerous  other  wilderness  study  areas  in  the  western  United 
States  possess  this  same  ecological  characterization.   The 
effects  of  designation  or  nondeslgnat Ion  on  diversity  in  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  on  a  regional  or 
national  level  cannot  be  determined  until  the  studies  are 
completed  for  these  other  areas. 

The  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Policy  directs  the  use  of 
Balley-Kuchler  system.   The  variety  of  vegetation  and 
geological  features  within  the  WSA  are  identified  as  special 
features  and  the  opportunities  for  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreation  are  documented  in  Chapter  3. 
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EPA  believes  that  anile  such  •  decision  >ay  be  Justified,  the  EIS 
should  spell   out   In  greater  detail   the  reasoning  behind  this  decision, 
il  E IS  should  contain  a  nor'-      •  Itscrtptlon  of  the  Bull 

-tderness  area.   Its  unique  geological,  vegetatlonal   and  wildlife 
-  IstUs.      The  E  IS  should  II to  e  xpl  iln  the  management  dlf  f  Itul  ties 
that  would  occur   If   the  area  «ere  designated  a-.   -  Finally,  the 

EIS  should  carefully  explain  the  management  techniques  that  will   be 
proposed  to  protect  the  visual,  natural   and  primitive  recreation  values 
■nese  techniques   are  preferable  to  wilderness  designation. 

3.     Grating  Management  Proposals 

The  Preferred  Alternative  for  Grazing  Management  would  result  In  a  37 
percent   Increase  In  livestock  forage.     While  this  goal    Is  consistent  «ithln 
the  framework  of   the  other  alternatives,  EPA  Is  concerned  about  the  potential 
water  quality  Implications.      In  the  discussion  of   the  Existing  Environment  on 
page  72,    It   Is  noted  that  only  a  brief  survey  of  rangeland  conditions  was 
conducted  In  1979.     Only  9X  of  the  range  Is  above  fair  condition.     The  EIS 
also  Indicates  that   a  trend  evaluation  of  rangeland  conditions  has  not  yet 
been  done,   and  that  'Indications  are  that  substantial   portions  of  the  resource 
area  are  In  static  and  downward  trend"   (p.   72). 

The  EIS  should  state  the  long-term  range  Inventory  staffing  comml trnents 
needed  to  assure:    1)  that  consistent   available  forage  for   Increased  grazing 
actually  exists,   and  2)  that  grazing  management  systems   are  planned  to  result 
In  Improving  condition  trends.     Improving  condition  results   In  numerous  values 
In  addition  to  livestock  grazing  capacity.     Such  a  situation  obviously  calls 
for  rangeland  Improvements  such  as  vegetation  manipulations  and  more  Intensive 
management  controls  as  'est/rotatlon  cycles,  as  Is  proposed  on  pages  26-27. 
However,   It  Is  difficult  to  understand  how  an  almost  Immediate  Increase  In 
Livestock  Forage  Allocation   (about  3X  as  shown  In  Table  3-6),   can  be  made. 
The  Final  EIS  should  explain  the  conditions   that  will   allow  such  an  approach 
to  be  Implemented.     Consideration  should  also  be  given  to  sediment  runoff 
water  quality  effects   that  may  occur  because  of   Intensive  rangeland 
manlpul  atlon  and  use. 
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FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON.  DC      20426 


EPR-Colorado 
EPCO-1121 


JUL  2  9  1986 


Mr.  Kannon  Richards 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2020  Arapahoe  Street 
Denver,  CO  60205 

Dear  Mr.  Richards: 

Your  letter  of  February  25,  1986,  (BLM  ref.  8250  (7-162)) 
concerned  the  Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area  in  Colorado  which 
includes  approximately  2,000  acres  of  power  site  lands  along  the 
Colorado  River,  15  to  24  river  miles  upstream  from  its  confluence 
with  the  Eagle  River. 

The  U.S.  Geological  Survey's  Dotsero,  7.5  minute  series, 
topographic  map  indicates  that  several  possible  sites  for  a  high 
dam  lie  in  the  9-mile  reach  of  the  Colorado  River  immediately 
above  the  mouth  of  the  Eagle  River.   Construction  of  a  high  dam 
in  this  reach  of  the  river  would  inundate  most  of  the  subject 
power  site  lands.   The  uppermost  dam  site  is  located  just  above 
the  mouth  of  Sweetwater  Creek.   The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  has 
estimated  that  a  380-f oot-high  dam  at  this  site  would  create  a 
reservoir  with  a  capacity  of  about  1.2  million  acre-feet  at  a  pool 
elevation  of  6,600  feet.   Such  a  dam  would  make  possible  the 
development  of  approximately  120,000  kilowatts  of  hydroelectric 
capacity.   An  even  higher  dam  is  possible. 


RFSPONSF  TO  TOMMFNTFP  « 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
Incorporated  into  this  FFIS. 


Your  information  has  hcen 


Dam  construction  in  this  reach  of  the  Col 
received  serious  consideration  because  a  main 
and  Rio  Grande  Western  Railroad  traverses  the 
However,  the  value  of  this  3ite  is  enhanced  by 
potential  and  its  favorable  location,  60  miles 
of  the  richest  oil  shale  deposits  in  the  world 
the  railroad  could  be  relocated  with  about  12. 
that  would  follow  the  Piney  River  valley  south 
about  3.6  miles,  pass  throuqh  a  4-mile  tunnel 
valley,  and  follow  the  Muddy  and  Alkali  Creek 
the  Eagle  River  valley  near  Wolcott. 

An  alternative  smaller  100-f oot-high  dam  project  could  be 
developed  at  the  same  site.   This  smaller  project  would  not 
affect  the  Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area  and  would  not 
necessitate  the  major  railroad  relocation  referred  to  above. 
Its  maximum  storage  would  amount  to  about  30,000  acre-feet,  which 
may  not  be  adequate  for  power  and  other  uses. 


orado  River  has  not 
line  of  the  Denver 
reservoir  area, 
its  large  storage 
upstream  from  some 
It  appears  that 
8  miles  of  new  track 

from  State  Bridge 
to  the  Muddy  Creek 
valleys  5.2  miles  to 
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Hydroelectric  bene fits  alone  probably  would  not  justify 
reservoir  development  in  the  subject  reach  of  the  Colorado  River, 
but  such  development  might  be  needed  to  meet  the  water  needs  of 
the  shale  oil  industry  if  commerc  ial  shale  oil  production  becomes 
economically  feasible.   It  is  suggested  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  consider  this  possibility  in  its  assessment  of  the  Bull 
Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area. 

Authority  to  act  on  this  matter  is  delegated  to  the  Director, 
Division  of  Project  Management,  Office  of  Hydropower  Licensing, 
under  18  C.F.R.  §375 . 314 "(  1985 ) . 


Fred  E.  Springer/ 
Director,  Division  of 
Project  Management 


STATE  OF  COLORADO 


COLORADO  NATURAL  ARfAS  PROGRAM 

Depattmenl  ol  Natuial  Resource* 
HI  J  Sherman  SI  reel.  Room  718 


November  29,  1982 


Mr.  Al  Wright,  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

Post  Office  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado   81601 

Dear  Al: 


RFSPONSF  TO  CnMMFNTF.R 


We  reouest  your  consideration  of  the  following  comments  on  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area  DEIS  submitted  by  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Pro- 
gram (CNAP) ,  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 

The  Program  is  charged  by  statute  with  identifying  and  protecting  a  suf- 
ficient array  of  natural  areas  to  represent  the  different  vegetation  types 
and  unique  natural  features  comprising  Colorado's  natural  heritage. 
Natural  areas  contain  rare  or  quality  examples  of  native  plant  communities, 
aquatic  systems,  geologic  features,  and  habitat  for  plants  and  animals 
of  special  biological  concern.   The  Program  is  authorized  to:  (1)  establish 
a  statewide  registry  of  qualified  natural  areas,  involving  no  written 
agreement  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  any  party;  (2)  designate  areas 
on  the  Registry  by  means  of  voluntary  agreements  with  public/private  land- 
owners; and  (3)  monitor  the  landowner's/manager's  management  and  protec- 
tion of  designated  sites. 

The  Program's  Natural  Heritage  Inventory  provides  necessary  data  to  identify 

and  prioritize  some  of  the  most  oi 

heritage.   Highest  priority  sites 
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the  Registry  is  done  only  with  the  landowner's  approval. 


The  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment have  a  memorandum  of  understanding  which  describes  a  process  for 
the  identification,  registry,  and  designation  of  those  areas  managed  by 
BLM  which  qualify  as  state  natural  areas  (e.g.,  possess  unique  natural 
characteristics  of  statewide  or  national  significance).   The  amended  version 
of  the  MOU  is  currently  under  BLM  review  and  is  enclosed  for  your  informa- 
tion. 
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We  recommend  that  you  include  both  the  Dotsero  Crater  and  tit. 

Evaporlt  Ln  your  Resource  Management  Plan  as  proposed  Research 

IS  or  as  proposed  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 
We  would  like  to  work  further  with  your  staff  to  determine  tl 
of  Dotsero  Crati  '  tatural  areas 

for  the  registry. 


Al  Wright 
November  29,  1982 
Page  3 


Enclosed  is  some  information  on  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  (Brochure, 
Guidelines  for  Registry  and  Designs  i  Areas  Act,  and  proposed 

amended  MOU  between  BLH  and  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources).   If  you 
need  additional  information  on  the  sites  or  the  Natural  Areas  Program, 
please  call  me.   I  am  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  on  these  important 
sites.   Thank  you  for  your  help. 


Sincerely, 

Carse  J.  Pustmueller,  Ph.D. 

Program  Director  -  Natural  An 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 


COLORADO  NATURAL  AREA1,  PROGRAM 
Deparimeni  oi  Natural  Resources 
1 313  Sherman  Streel   Room  718 
Denver.  Colorado  80203 

Phone  1301)8*''  1311 


ry     13,     1183 


Mr.    Al   Wright 

Glenwood  Springs   Resource  Area 
Bureau  of   Land  Management: 
Glenwood  Springs,    Colorado  81601 

Dear  Al: 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  Che  Colorado  Natural  Area 
Program's  initial  comments  on  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  s 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  sent  to 
you    on    November    29,     1982.       I    also    had    an    opportunity    to    briefly     review 


fed    by    your 
ted 


our    requests    with    Dave    Mensing    last    month    when    DNR 

staff.       I     understand     the     land    management     complexit 

both    of    the    proposed    sites    (particularly    Dotsero    Crater)    and    appreciat 

the     potential    difficulties    your    staff    will     encounter     in    attempting     t 

balance     competing     resouce    management     alternatives    on     these    si   e    . 

k    with     you     on     these     sites     to     resolve     as     many     of     thes 

Lets  as   possible. 


be    glad 
potential 

The     following     comments,     whicn     I    would    appre 


you 


w  of    the    draft    RHP, 

___fic    sices    and    refer    to    three    se 

ionships     with     other      programs;      (2) 

oncern;    and    (3)    special    plants    (thre 


your     including     in 

irlier    commencs    on 

n    Che    DEIS:       (1)    interrela- 

of      cricical     environmenca 1 

endangered,    sensicive).      The 

n  of   pares  of    chese   sections. 


Incerrelacionships  wich  Qcher   Programs 


Cooperation  with  the  Colorado  Departmenc  of  Natural  Resources  on 
atened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species  is  wich 
Colorado    Nacural    Areas    Program    (CHAP)    and    Che    Division    of    ».1»1        • 


thre 

Tte     c;'r;;a7o"N"a7ur"a"l"he;icage°InvenCor,     (CNHI)     was    developed     for 

under    several    concraccs    with    The    Nature    Conservancy    (TNC).       ^  ^a" 

the    CNHI    are     the    property    of    the    CNAP.       CNHI     is 

contract     with     the     Colorado     Natural     Areas     Progra 

non-profit      organizacion      and      not      an      agency 

Government.      CNHI    identifies  and  evaluaCes    Che  mi 


aced  by  TNC  unde 
TNC  is  a  privac 
3f  Che  Colorado  ScaC 
c  outstanding     examples 


RFSPONSE    TO   COMMFNTFR    I  ri 


Thank    you    for   your 
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Mr.    Al  Wright 
January    12,    1983 
Page  Two 


of  Colorado's  nacural  hericage  for  Che  Nacural  Areas  Program.  IC  may  be 
useful  Co  clarify  Che  language  on  page  5  of  the  DEIS  to  accurately 
reflect  this  relationship.  Specific  reference  in  this  section  to  the 
new  recently  signed  Memorandum  of  Understanding  becween  BLM  and  DNR 
which  describes  a  process  for  Che  idenc if icac ion,  regiscrat ion,  and 
designation  of    those    areas   managed    by    BLM  which   qualify   as    s 


unique 


al      charcte 


Id      help      reviewers      bett 
iship  between  DNR  and  BLM. 


areas      ( 

national      signifi 
existing  cooperat 

Areas  of   Critical   Environmental   Concern   (ACECs) 

I    recommend    that   the    "obj 


of 


st  it" 


the 


tion    for    ACECs    (DEIS,    36) 


nple 


fo 


il 


plants    and    prot 
features. 

Special  Plants 


the 


tht 


the 


Area 


HOW 


mpact  s 


eget 


s    or    processes 
jf    rare     or    exe 


atened  or   endangered    species    (DEIS,    73)    adequately 
LSted     and     sensitive     plant     taxa     in     the     Resource 
concerned     that      tne      language     contained      in     the 
section   (DEIS;    120,    145,    169)    - 


No    adver 
from     an 


mpaccs    would    occur    Co    known    (my    emphas 
rences    of    threatened    or    endangered    plane     spec 
any     managemenc      action      that     has      identified 
site-specific  project  location.  Tin       " 

endangered,       or       sensitive       plant       species      » 
protected     from    adverse     impacts     of     managemen 
through     activity     plans     and    environmental     as: 
when   specific   site   locations   are   identified, 
refers    only    to    those    localities    which    are    already    Known 
Area.       The     ambiguity    of     the     language     contained     in 
clarified  by   describing    an    intention   to    inventory    rare 
ecosystems. 


aid  be 
action 
ssment s 


the    DEIS    could    be 
plant    or   exemplary 


Thank    you    f' 
if  you  need  addit 


l",- 


of    the 


Pie 


Sincerely,  .    . 

/    "-'''  «  '    ' 

Carse    Pustmueller,    Ph.D. 

Director 

Colorado  Nacural  Areas  Prog 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 

DIVISION    OF    WILDLIFE 


DATE      -January  21,   19B3 


TO 

FROM 


■  ata  Bu  i  mi 


Parry  D.  Olson  ^S^^ 
SUBJECT:       Glenwcod  Spring*  Axm  Resource  Manag*t«nt  Plan 


General  Comments 

The  Northwest  Region  of  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  (DOW)  believes 
that  big  game  wildlife  populations  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
would  suffer  from  impl«nantation  of  the  Preferred  .Alternative.     Under 
this  plan,  current  big  game  populations  would  receive  a  21  percent     cut 
in  forage  allocations,  and  while  noting  that  a  5  percent  loss  cf  crucial 
big  game    winter  range  would  cause  a  significant  inpact,   the  plan  proposes 
to  dispose  of  6  percent  of  the  total  crucial  big  came  range  in  the  re- 
source area.     Furthermore,  the  expected  8  percent  decline  of  crucial 
bic  game  winter  range  on  private  land  in  the  area  magnifies  the  severity 
of  the  adverse  impacts     to  big  game  on  BLM  land.     Ma  recommend  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  either  be  modified  to  place  greater  emphasis  on 
wildlife  resources,  or  it  be  rejected. 

Criteria  for  Selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  inconsistent  with  Specific  Criteria  No.  1 
(page  47) ,  because  big  game  populations  are  projected  to  be  33  percent 
short  of  meeting  DOW  population  goals. 

Criteria  used  for  selecting  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  Terrestrial 
Habitat  Management  and  Livestock  Grazing  Management   (page  46)   results 
m  a  detrimental  situation  for  big  game    wildlife.     The  Preferred  Alter- 
native has  allocated  forage  to  meet     active  preference  livestock  use, 
but  is  forcing  wildlife  to  take  existing  use.     This  is  not  an  equitable 
distribution  of  forage  as,  we  believe,  wildlife  should  be  considered 
ajtiiiu.i  users  of  the  forage.     The  Preferred  Alternative  would  set  the 
carrying  capacity  of  the  land  for  wildlife  to  existing  numbers,  which 
is  below  some  previous  density  estimates.     A  more  equitable  situation 
is  to  use  active  preference  for  livestock  and  1988  DOW  goals  as  objec- 
tives.    This  would  result  in  the  DOW  and  the  livestock  operators  taking 
equitable  cuts  when  forage  was  lirrited,  but  conversely,  would  allow 
wildlife  numbers  to  increase  in  areas  where  sufficient  foraae  was 
available. 


UPSWNSF    Tn   COWFVTFR    1  1 
Th«nW    you    for   your  cowtnt*. 
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Pete  Barrows 

Glenwwod  Springs  Area  Resource  Management  Plan 

Page  Two 


Wildlife  Management  by  Allotment 


Throughout  the  text  and  tables  of  this  statement,  AUMs  for  wildlife 
are  projected  on  an  allotment  basis.     This  implies  that  wildlife 
can  be  managed  on  an  allotment  basis,  which  is  unrealistic  and  not 
feasible.     The  DOW  manages  big  game  on  the  data  analysis  unit,  or 
herd  unit,  which  may  consist  of  one  or  more  game  management  units 
(GMU) ,  and  are  many  times  larger  than  the  largest  grazing  allotment. 
The  33\  will  not  consider  making  reductions  on  big  game  populations 
at  the  GMJ  level  unless  there  is  a  20-25  percent  shortage  of  wildlife 
AUMs  in  an  entire  GMU. 

Land  Tenure  Adjustments 

Land  tenure  adjustments  are  discussed  in  several  places  in  the  EIS, 
but  not  always  consistently.     On  pages  39  and  166  it  is  stated  that 
the  disposal  of  14,730  acres,  or  6  percent  of  the  total  big  ca-^e 
crucial  winter  range  would  have  significant  long  term  effects,  while 
or.  page  47,  it  is  stated  that  these  lands  do  not  have  important  re- 
source value.     We  agree  with  the  former,  and  generally  oppose  any  sale 
of  big  game  crucial  winter  ranges  on  public  lands.     The  DOW  requests 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  individual  proposed  public  land  sales, 
trades,  or  exchanges,  to  assess  the  value  of  these  lands  for  wildlife. 

Land  tenure  adjusments  in  R85w,T6S  at  Lookout  Mountain  provide  public 
access  to  Lookout  Mountain  and  the  disposal  of  this  land  could  be  in- 
consistent with  Specific  Criteria  No.    7   (page  46) . 

Impacts  on  Social  and  Economic  Conditions 

The  net  changes  for  personal  income  and  employment  shown  in  Table  5-35 
(page  175)   are  inconsistent  with  Specific  Criteria  No.  4    (page  47). 

Based  on  the  initial  forage  allocation,   it  is  estimated  there  would 
be  a  net  increase  of  527,758.00  of  income  to  ranches  in  the  resource 
area.     At  the  same  time  it  is  estimated  that  expenditures  supporting 
big  game  recreational  activities  would  drop  3.1  million  from  14.8 
million  dollars.     This  information  clearly  illustrates  the  value 
of  wildlife  to  the  economy  of  the  resource  area.     We  urge  the  BLM 
to  reconsider  the  importance  of  wildlife  in  the  resource  area.     Data 
recently  developed  by  Colorado  State  University  on  wildlife  values 
should  be  used  to  conduct  a  reanalysis  of  impacts  to  social  and 
economic  conditions. 
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Pete  3arrows 

Glenwood  Springs  Area  Resource  Management  Plan 

Page  Three 


SVTM  Methodology 

The  DOW  has  concerns  for  the  use  of  this  system.  Attached  are  two 
letters  from  Len  Carpenter  (DOW,  Wildlife  Research  Leader)  in  which 
he  has  expressed  specific  criticisms  about  problems  he  perceives  with 
the  SVTM  system. 

Monitoring 

The  BLM  has  stated,  that  before  any  operator  has  to  take  a  reduction 
in  AUM,  and  intensive  monitoring  program  will  be  i-plemented  to  establish 
the  validity  of  the  initial  allocation  process.  The  DOW  requests  that 
the  same  monitoring  program  be  implemented  for  wildlife,  and  the  same 
five  year  grace  period  be  extended  before  we  are  r^rjuested  to  make  re- 
ductions of  wildlife. 

Vegetation  Manipulation 

The  Preferred  Alternative  proposed  manipulating  41,240   acres  of  rangeland 
for  livestock  and  wildlife  during  the  next  10  year;   This  manipulation 
is  supposed  to  result  in  increased  forage  which,  ir  the  long  term,  would 
result  in  only  a  7  percent  decrease  in  wildlife  r.urbers  instead  of  a 
21  percent  decrease.  We  are  unconvinced  this  estirite  is  realistic  as 
we  believe  vegetation  manipulation  objectives  for  wildlife  are  not  always 
realized. 

Forest  Management 

We  generally  recommend  that  all  roads  to  timber  sales  be  closed  to  the 
public  after  the  sales  are  completed. 

Firewood  cutting  should  be  restricted  to  specific  areas  during  the  big 
game  seasons. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) 


This  section  adequately  addresses  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  but  does 
not  do  likewise  for  the  razorback  sucker.  Based  on  available  data  it 
would  be  our  recommendation  that  the  section  of  the  Colorado  River  below 
Rulison  be  designated  ACEC  for  the  razorback  sucker. 

Bighorn  Sheep  Introduction  -  Grand  Hogback 

The  management  plan  discussed  introduction  of  three  wildlife  species 
into  the  resource  area,  but  did  not  discuss  the  bighorn  sheep  intro- 
duction on  the  Hogback,  which  is  the  only  wildlife  species  for  which  a 
formal  proposal  has  been  prepared.  The  Hogback  release  site  is  the 
number  one  priority  for  bighorn  sheep  transplants  for  the  Northwest 
Region  of  the  DOW.  We  request  that  tnis  proposal  be  accepted  as  part 
of  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  resource  management  plan. 


Fete  Barrows  <4  ^ 


Gienwooa  Springs  Area  Resource  Management  Plan 
Page  Four 


Specific  Comments 

Page  4$>   Terrestrial  Habitat  Management  and  Livestock  Grazing  Managenent 

r'aragraph  3  '  

What  is  the  rational  for  determining  that  existing  use  for  wildlife  is 
more  realistic  than  DOW  goals? 

Page  47,  Hack  Lake 

We  disagree  with  the  statement  that  portions  of  the  Hack  Lake  Wilderness 
Study  Area  that  lie  below  the  rim  of  the  Flat  Tops  were  felt  to  be  in- 
consistent with  Congress's  intent  to  maintain  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness 
boundary  above  the  rim.  In  the  early  1970 's  Congress  included  the 
Meadows,  South  Fork  Canyon,  Patterson  Creek,  Wagonwheel  Creek,  and 
Trappers  Lake  in  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Area.   These  areas  are  below 
the  rim.  We  feel  that  Hack  Lake  is  a  logical  extension  of  the  Flat 
Tops  Wilderness  Area. 

Page  70,  Big  Game,  Mule  Deer,  Paragraph  4  and  Elk,  Page  71,  Paragraph  2 

Statements  are  made  that  crucial  deer  and  elk  winner  range  managed  by 
BLM  will  be  required  to  support  greater  concentrations  of  deer  and  elk; 
however,  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  allocation  of  wildlife 
AUMs  by  existing  use  per  grazing  allotment  does  not  allow  for  increas- 
ing wildlife  AUMs  in  allotments  on  winter  range  to  meet  the  anticipated 
increased  number  of  animals.   The  result  will  be  less  foraae  for  each 
animal  on  crucial  big  game  winter  range,  which  could  adversely  affect 
the  health  and  numbers  of  the  impacted  big  gaTe  populations. 

Page  84,  Aquatic  Wildlife  Assumptions 

A  fourth  assumption  could  be  added  to  this  category  to  state  that  the 
condit_on  of  the  riparian  zone  influences  the  quality  of  the  aquatic 
environment . 

Page  163,  Cumulative  Impacts  on  Aquatic  Wildlife,  Paragraph  A 

What  is  "suitable"  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat?  Kill  riparian  habitats 
currently  in  below  average  condition  be  managed  to  improve  their  condition? 
Such  action  could  have  beneficial  effects  on  water  quality,  aquatic  wildlife, 
terrestrial  wildlife,  and  recreation  opportunities. 
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Pat*  Bai.'^vt 

Glenwocd  Eprinqi  Area  Peiojrc*  Kanag 

Page  I  - 


Pag*  165.  Impacts  from  Livestock  Grazing  Management,  Paragraph  7 

Utilization  of  forage  by  livestock  on  big  game  winter  range  should 
be  limited  to  20  percent  of  available  forage,  not  20  percent  utiliza- 
tion of  just  browse  species. 

We  would  be  happy  to  meet  with  the  BLM  to  discuss  these  issues  of 
our  concern. 


XC:  R.  Evans 

D.  Jones,  District  Kar-ager,  BLV,,  Grand  Jet. 
A  Wright,  Area  Manaaer,  ELK,  Glenwccc  Springs 
S.  Bissell 
Dewitt  John,  DNR 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 


January  28,  1983 


Mr.  George  Francis,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1037  -  20th  Street 
Denver,  Colorado  80205 

Dear  George: 

Congratulations  on  the  publication  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan.  I  gather  this  is  the  first  RMP  to  be  published  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.  It  is  an  exceptionally  clear  document  and 
should  set  a  high  standard  for  future  RMPs. 

In  general,  the  preferred  alternative  is  a  sound  and  balanced  approach  to 
multiple  use  management.  There  are,  however,  some  aspects  of  the  BMP 
which  require  some  conment: 

o    Recreation.  The  State  Comprehensive  Oitdoor  Recreation  Plan 

includes  more  detailed  recamme.idations  than  is  recognized  by  the 
BMP.  The  discussion  of  consistency  should  be  expanded.  In 
addition,  the  BLM  should  consider  the  desirability  of  protecting 
the  viewshed  of  Rifle  Gap  Resevoir  by  a  finding  of  unsuitability 
for  most  forms  of  surface  occupancy  by  coal  mines. 

o    Timber.  The  preferred  alternative  includes  experimentation  in 
increasing  water  yield  by  clearcutting  of  aspen  stands.  A 
cautious  approach  is  appropriate.  The  projected  increases  in 
water  yields  are  quite  small,  especially  when  compared  to  the 
fluctuations  in  water  yield  from  one  year  to  the  next.  The 
Division  of  Wildlife  is  skeptical  that  increased  water  yields 
will  cause  a  significant  improvement  in  fish  habitat,  because 
increases  would  come  during  spring  runoff.  In  some  sites, 
repeated  aspen  clearcuts  might  adversely  impact  scenic  values. 
It  may  be  desirable  and  ecotKxnic  to  cut  only  old  growth,  and 
then  to  allow  regeneration  rather  than  try  to  keep  the  land  as 
meadow. 
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Mr.  George  Francis 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Road  constructs 


January  28,  1983 
Page  2 


According  to  the  RMP  (p.  75) ,  most 


recreationists  prefer  primitive  settings.  Yet  the  preferred 
alternative  calls  for  increasing  the  mileage  of  roads  by  over 
20%,  to  provide  for  more  access  and  to  allow  timber  cuts.  The 
U.  S.  Forest  Service  is  now  preparing  a  plan  which  may  call 
for  increased  roading  for  building  more  roads  to  cut  more 
timber.   It  would  be  helpful  if  the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service 
could  work  together  to  assess  the  likely  demand  for  timber  in 
the  area  and  primitive  recreation  in  the  area  and  plan  together 
to  minimize  roading. 

Land  sales.  The  RMP  states  that,  under  the  preferred 
alternative,  lands  with  "important  resource  values"  would  be 
given  a  "priority  for  exchange"  rather  than  for  sale.  This  is 
not  clearly  reflected  in  the  criteria  in  Appendix  G.   It  would 
be  desirable  to  divide  the  lands  for  disposal  into  two  separate 
categories — lands  for  sale  and  lands  for  exchange.  This  would 
allow  the  BLM  to  maintain  adequate  holdings  to  protect  important 
resource  values  on  an  area-wide  basis.   In  addition,  we  urge  the 
BLM  to  give  first  preference  to  existing  grazing  permittees  on 
any  land  sales. 

Wilderness.  We  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  recommend  designation 
of  Bull  Gulch  and  of  the  full  Hack  Lake  area.  Bull  Gulch  has 
only  subeconomic  mineral  values  (p.  53)  and  is  a  unique  natural 
area  in  this  part  of  Colorado.  Hack  Lake  would  be  a  reasonable 
extension  of  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness;  the  DEIS  does  not 
indicate  any  serious  resource  conflicts.  The  rationale  for 
excluding  most  of  the  area  is  that  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  is 
entirely  above  the  rim;  however,  in  other  parts  of  the  Flat  Tops 
the  wilderness  is  below  the  rim,  as  noted  in  the  Division  of 
Wildlife  comments.  If  Congress  does  designate  Hack  Lake,  it 
would  be  reasonable  to  include  the  very  small  areas  of  national 
forest  sandwiched  between  BLM  land  and  the  rim.  But  Congress 
has  not  yet  considered  Hack  Lake,  and  should  be  given  that 
opportunity. 

The  analysis  in  the  DEIS  would  be  strengthened  by  an  effort  to 
estimate  the  economic  benefits  of  wilderness  designation,  using 
an  approach  such  as  that  in  a  recent  study  by  Colorado  State 
University  professors,  Walsh,  Loomis,  et.  al. 

Wildlife.  In  the  attached  comments,  the  Division  of  Wildlife 
raises  a  number  of  concerns  about  inconsistencies  between  the 
PMP  and  the  Division's  Strategic  Plan.  In  the  comments,  the 
Division  indicates  a  desire  to  meet  with  the  BLM  to  work  out 
these  problems. 


RFSPDNSF  TO  COMMFNTER  12 

Thank  you  for  vour  comments. 

Response  1 

Use   of    the   Walsh    study  was   considered,    hut    it   was   determined 
the    values   may   not    he   appropriate    for  analyzing    the    four  WSAs 
in   the   resource   area   hecause    the   Walsh   study  was   not 
site-specific   and    hecause   of    the   abundance   of   wilderness   near 
the   resource   area   and    the    relatively   small    acreage   of    the  WSAs 
(see   Chapter    1 ) . 

Nondesignat ion    cannot    be    considered    to    cause    an 
across-the-board   devaluation   of   an   area,    nor  does    the  Walsh 
study   attempt    to   make    that    claim.       Depending   on    the    preference 
of    individuals,    either   nondesignation   or   designation   could 


12 


Mr.  George  Francis 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


January  28,  1983 
Page  3 


Presentation  of  the  plan.  The  plan  is  well-written  and 
relatively  easy  to  understand.  The  discussion  of  how  the 
preferred  alternative  was  selected  {pp.  45-48)  is  especially 
useful  to  a  person  who  is  trying  to  get  an  overall  understanding 
of  how  the  BLM  proposes  to  manage  the  area.   In  fact,  this 
section  might  be  expanded  slightly  by  including  more  specific 
comparisons  in  the  text  between  the  preferred  alternative  and 
other  alternatives.  It  might  also  have  been  more  useful  to 
group  environmental  impacts  by  type  rather  than  by  alternative 
in  the  final  chapter. 

Sincerely  yours. 


D.  Monte  Pascoe 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  STATE  ENGINEER 
DIVISION  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 

1311  Shtfmcn  Stttol  floam  816 

0«nv«r.  Colorado  8070-1 

(303)  866  3S81 


January  28,    IMS 

nghoutfl 
FROM;  Hal   D.   Simpson,   Assist  Ml 


.//*■ 


l> 


SUBJECT:   Draft  Environmntal  Impact  Statement  on  tho  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Management  Plan  (DEIS). 

As  requested,  we  have  reviewed  the  above  reforenced  DL1S.   Wo  believe,  overall, 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 's  (BUI)  plan  is  clear  and  well  balanced. 

The  DEIS  comments  that  the  demand  for  water  will  continue  to  grow  and  be  In 
oxcess  of  Mater  supply  throughout  the  western  United  States.   Demand  foi 

certain  ureas  on  the  western  slope.  For  this  reason, 
'ping  short  of  recommending  any  of  the  alternatives,  we  encourage 
steps  which  will  increase  the  annual  flows  while  maintaining  a   balance  of  con- 
cern for  other  interests. 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  proposed  management  plan  includes  an  experiment  to 
better  estimate  the  increase  in  run-off  and  bascflow  from  aspen  manipulation. 
He  ore  very  interested  in  ony  results  obtained  from  this  experimentation. 

We  commend  the  BLM  for  detailing  their  analysis  of  the  impact  of  vegetation 
management  and  for  discussing  the  timing  of  the  increased  flow.   We  would  also 
like  to  sec  a  breakdown  by  watershed  of  water  yield  increases. 

Wo  realize  further  research  needs  to  be  completed  to  gain  a  better  grasp  on 
the  changes  to  the  hydrologic  system  due  to  vegetation  manipulation.   We  would 
like  to  comment,  however,  that  according  to  llibbert  (General  Technical  Report 
RM-66)  ii  flow  due  to  aspen  manipulation  decline  rapidly  if  aspen 

are  allowed  to  recover  the  site.   For  example,  he  states  that  if  clear-cutting 
is  repeated  every  80  years,  the  average  annual  increase  over  the  80  years  will 

■bout  one-third  inch  over  the  area  treated.  This  estimate  is  much 
lower  than  the  DEIS  estimate. 

Tho  DEIS  states  that  an  environmental  consequence  of  each  alternative  will  be 
increased  sediment  yield  because  of  the  soil  disturbance  associated  with  road 
construction.   The  DEIS,  further  comments  that  additional  sediment  yield  will 
reduce  the  useful  life  of  the  downstream  dams  and  water  diversion  and  reten- 
tion structures.  Is  this  impact  significant?   If  so,  what  areas  will  be 
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Culch   and   Castle  Peak   WSAt   under   the   All    Wilderness 

there   would    be   no   effect    on   erosion  and 
n   because    timber   harvest  injt   and   vegetation 
would   be    precluded.      For   Bull    Culch   under   the 
Ion    fPartlal   Wilderness)   and    the   No  Wilderness 
i,    timber   harvesting   and    vegetation  manipulation   on 
of    105  acres   per  year   would   cause    localized 
increases    In    erosion   and    sedimentation    rates   of    up 

per  year.  In  the  long-term,  rates  would  be  at,  or 
ting  levels.  For  fasti*  Peak,  timber  harvesting  and 
uctlon  on  an  average  of  105  acres  disturbed  per  year 
short-term  Increases  In  erosion  and  sedimentation 
to  357  tons  per  year  but  Is  not  expected  to  exceed 
d  levels  given  In  the  Northwest  Colorado  Council  of 
?0fl   Plan.      In    the    long-term,    rates   would   return   to 


re-existing    levels 
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Dcwitt  John 
January  28, 
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affected  by   increased   sediment  yield?     Does   BLM  plan  to  iwitigatc  the   injury 
to  dams  and  other  structures. 

Ke   favor  only   a   moderate    increase   in   Wilderness   Areas    in   Colorado.      The   State 
Engineer's  Office  has  the  responsibility  to  administer  water  rights  within 
Colorado.     Our  main  concern  regarding  the  designation  of  any  area  as  a  wilder- 
ness area   is  maintaining  motorized  access  to  future  and  existing  reservoirs 
and   irrigation  ditch  hcadgates.      The  motorized  access   is  needed  to  these 
projects  not  only   for  maintenance  purposes,   but  also   for  our  Water  Commissioners 
to   maintain   diversion   records    and  our   Pan    Inspectors   to   evaluate   the   safety 
of  dams.    If  water  rights  arc  not  affected,   then  we  do  not  have  any  problems. 

The  question  'on  what  public   land  should  the   BLM  appropriate  water   for  public 

tnagcaent   purposes"  is  rhetorically  posed  for  four  different   subjects   in 
chapter  two  of  the  DEIS.      Docs  the  BLM  plan  to  appropriate  water  for  these 
uses  under  Colorado  Water  Law?     New  livestock  water  sources  such  as  wells, 
reservoirs,    or   catchment    basins  must    be  approved,    constructed,    and  maintained 
subject   to  Colorado  Water  Statutes.      Fish  habitat   ponds  and  rcocation   facili- 
ties must   also  be  approved,  constructed,   and  maintained   in  accordance  with 
Colorado  Water  Statutes.      Kc  believe  the  BLM  should   inform  potential  buyers 
and   leasors  of  BLM  land  that   they  arc  subject  to  applicable  water  statutes. 

In  the   introductory  material,   the  DEIS  gives  the  interrelationship  between  the 
BLM  and  other  agencies  and   individuals.      In  this  portion  of  the  report,    it 
states  that   the   BLM  must   apply  to  the  Division  of  Water  Resources    (DWR)   for 
water  rights.      This   statement    is   incorrect.      Colorado  Water  Courts  are  respon- 
sible   for   decreeing   all    water    rights   and   changes  of  water   rights.        Our  office, 
among  other  things,    is  responsible   for  administering     water  rights,    issuing 
well   permits  and  approving  and   inspecting  dams  that   are  within  certain  stat- 
utory specification  requirements. 


HDS/JRIt:pkr 

Ct:      t.ce   Enewold,    Div.      Eng. 
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known,    existing  water   rights   would   not    be   affected 
p    areas    studied    for   potential    wilderness 

The  Wilderness  Management    Policy  states   that 
alntenance,   and    repair   of   existing  water  control 
ay    Include  occasional    motorized   access   where   no 
able   or   practical    alternatives    exist.      The   policy 
motorized   equipment   may   be   used    for  water   resource 
ns   as    long   as    the   use    Is   compatible   with   wilderness 
.      Approval   by   the   BLM's   State  Director  would   be 
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JOHN  W    ROLO 


COLORADO  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 


TO: 


Stephen  0.   Ellis 
State  Clearinghouse 


FROM:  Colorado  Geological   Survey 

DATE:  February  3,   1983 

SUBJECT:     GLENWOOD  SPRINGS  DISTRICT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


We  must  take  exception  to  a  portion  of 
Management,  namely  the  closing  of  2470 
The  closure  of  this  area  will  have  a  si 
because  it  lies  in  or  next  to  what  has 
metallurgical  limestone  deposit  needed 
A  major  steel  manufacturer,  CF&I,  submi 
impact  analysis  for  this  property  as  ea 
would  be  developed  in  sees.  28,  33,  and 
extending  nearly  4  miles  eastward  to  a 
Deposits  of  this  size  and  high  chemical 
and  CF&I's  decision  to  apply  for  this  s 
exploration  and  careful  economic  evalua 
site  to  mineral  location  would,  in  our 
critical  mining  proposal  and  so  effect 
mineral    resource. 


the  preferred  alternative  for  Minerals 
acres  in  the  Deep  Creek  Canyon  area. 
gn'ficant  impact  on  mineral  development 
been  identified  as  a  major  high-calcium 
for  the  manufacture  of  iron  and  steel. 
tted  permit  applications  and  a  detailed 
rly  as  1975.     A  quarry  and  plant  area 

34,  T4S,  R87W,  with  an  aerial   tram 
rail   loadout  facility  at  Dotsero. 

purity  are  extremely  rare  in  Colorado, 
ite  came  only  after  many  years  of 
tion.     Closing  the  Deep  Creek  recreational 
opinion,   seriously  impede  or  defeat  this 
an  unnecessary  loss  of  a  valuable 


^JjJ-cL^Vt -Asm*' 


Stephen  D.   Schwochow 
Engineering  Geologist 

It  does  not  appear  that  there  is  justification  for  banning  oil/gas  drilling 
along  the  various  streams  as  shown  on  Map  3-C.     Drilling  and  production 
operations  are  compatible  and  this  has  been  proven  time  and  time  again  in 
both  on-shore  and  off-shore  sites  around  the  world. 


■'-/( 


i. 


Lewis  R.  Ladwig,  Chief 
Mineral  Fuels  Section 


GEOLOGY 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 


Division  of  Pari,*  &  Outdoor  Reorilion 

Dlj  Shetmjn  Sucei.  Rnv  619 


February  25,  1983 


Mr.  George  Francis,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1037  20th  Street 
Denver,   Colorado  80202 

Dear  Mr.   Francis: 

Thank  you  for  allowing  the  State  Recreational  Trails  Committee  some 
additional  time  to  review  the  White  River  MFP  Wilderness  Amendment 
and  the  Glenwood  Springs  RMP  environmental   impact  statements. 

The  Committee  met  on  February  23  to  discuss  both  of  these  Plans. 
The  results  of  the  discussions  are  as  follows: 

-  White  River  MFP  Wilderness  Amendment  -  The  Committee  passed  a 
motion  in  favor  of  the  proposed  alternative.     The  Committee 
felt  the  proposed  alternative  was  in  the  best  interests  ot 
motorized  and  non-motorized  recreationists. 

-  Glenwood  Springs  RMP  -  The  Committee  concurs  with  the  proposed 
alternative,  except  for  plans  to  close  the  Sweetwater  trai     to 
the  Hack  Lake  area  to  motorized  use.     The  trail   is  currently 
open  to  motorized  use  and  the  Committee  felt  that  there  hasn  t 
been  any  damage  or  other  reason  to  close  it.     A  motion  was 
passed  that  "trail    numbers  2067  and  2032  to  Hack  Lake  remain 
open  to  motorized  use  with  an  off-road  limitation  . 

Again,   thank  you  for  allowing  the  Committee  to  resnond  at  this   late 
date. 


Sincerely, 
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State  Recreation  Trails  Committee 
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Colorado  Slat*  Mu 


COIOHAIK) 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 

ium      1300  Broadway     Danvar.  Colorado  80803 


March   25.    1987 


Mr.    Ntll   Morck 

Stat*  Dlractor 

Bureau  of   Land   rlanagam.nl 

2850  Youngflald  Straat 

Ukauood.    Colorado   8021 


RtWOOdj     pOlOl  ■"! 

Horcfc: 


Trunk  you  for  sanding  us  a  copy  of  your  proposed  language  for 
Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statements.   This  standard  language 
should  be  appropriate  for  most  upcoming  ElS's  where  the  likelihood 
of  having  significant  cultural  resource  values  Is  low. 

You  and  your  staff  deserve  congratulations  for  developing  such  a 
useful  and  comprehensive  approach  to  a  Bcnaltlve  national  issue. 
I  can  only  hope  other  agencies  will  follow  your  lead. 

Sincerely, 


l#4Ctt$tJ'Hw^ 


Leslie  E.  Wlldesen,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


LEW:ng 


RFSPONSP   TO  COKMPNTFR    1* 

Thank  you  for  your  aaalstance  In  developing  wording 
for  rilactms.on  of  cultural  resources  In  Wilderness 
Pnvlronn.enti.1    Impact    Statement*. 


NOTF:      The   2-page    letter   below  to   the  Colorado  Historical 
Society    from   BLH  was    Included    to   help   clarify    letter    In. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

COLORAOO  STATE  OFFICE 

1*60  TOUNOFIELO  STREET 
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Dr.  Leelle  II: 
Deputy  State 
Colorado  Hit i 
1300  Broadway 
Denver,    Colorado     80103 
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Than*    you    for    taking    time    l 
■Caff  on   January   11,   1987. 

language  we  have   proposed   I 
Environmental    Impact    State: 


Ik  with  (Lick  Athearn  and   Eric   Plnstlck  of  ay 
nderstand   that   you  agreed   that   the  draft 
e   In  soat.   but   not   all.    of  our  Wllderneaa 
(ElSa)    la   suitable. 


a   revlaed   copy   of   the  wording  that   vaa  discussed.      1  truat   that 
n  tboaa   ElSa  where  cultural  ealuea  are  known   to  be  minimal.      1 

we   cannot   uee   auch  general   language   In   ElSa   where   there  are 
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wlldenieel 


Generally,   wllderneaa  designation   la   not   adven 

they   will   generally  benefit   froa  ao  area   being  dealgnat* 

designation   legally  precludes  development,    lend  disturbances,   motorized  use, 

and   other  damaging  or   lntrualre  human  effects.      Host   wilderness  users   tend   to 

be   sensitive   to  their  environment   and   thus   sre   far   leas   likely   to  "potbunt* 

than  others.      Wilderness  areas   totally   eliminate   acceas  by   road  and   thus 

eliminate   the   use   of   vehicles   or  heavy  equipment    for   vends  1  ism  purposes.      A 

1979   study   (Nlckens.   et   si.,    1979)   haa   confirmed   that   cultural   sites  mote   thsa 

one  half   a  mile   from  a   road  are  much   less   vaodsllied   than  those   sites  near  a 

Inventory  procedure   la   well-established   and    la   done  whenever  aurface 
disturbance   occurs   In  s   oon-lnventorled  area.      Mitigation  for  site   loss  or 
dsmage   Is  normally  done   when  a   site  qualifies   for   inclusion   In  the  National 
Register  of   Historic    Places.      TMe   la   required   by  law.      Mitigation  can   range 
from  site  excavation  and   analysis   to  site  svoldsnce   through  project    redesign. 
If   en  area   Is   not  designated  wilderness.    It  may   be   opened   to  development   such 
ss  oil  and   gas,    roada.    timber  sales,   and  other   surface   disturbing  sctlvltles. 
Such  disturbances  may  c*»M9  destruction  to  significant   cultural   resources  and 
can  open  up   regions  without   previous  access.      Increased  access  can  provide 
vandals  snd   "pothunters'  easy  ability   to   loot   and   the  damage   to  cultural 
ramomrcm*   "n   increase   greatly.      It   ahould   be   noted,   however,    that   most   sll 
development   on  the  public   lands   requires   Inventory  and  mitigation   for  cultural 
resources,    thus   providing   legal  protection  which  occurs  whether  sa  area   Is 
designated   aa  wilderness  or  not. 
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pitkin    county 


50S  east  main  street 
aspen,  Colorado  81611 


January  12,  1983 


Mr.  Al  Wright,  Manager 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado     81601 

Dear  Al : 

This  is  to  convey  to  you  the  concerns  of  the  Pitkin  County 
Commissioners  relative  to  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
for  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.   Given  the  limited 
amount  of  BLM  acreage  in  Pitkin  County,  our  comments  will 
not  be  comprehensive  in  nature,  but  will  address  those  areas 
in  which  the  County  has  established  policy  or  is  directly 
affected  by  the  proposals  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan. 

Wilderness 
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Thank  you  for  you 


preliminarily 


WSAs  (Fagle 
suitable  for 


now  recommencing  10,754 
Hack  Lake,  Rull  Gulch)  a 

s  designation. 


It  has  been  the  policy  of  Pitkin  County  to  support  wilderness 
designations  in  areas  where  wilderness  values  and  resources 
exist,  local  governments  and  populations  are  not  opposed, 
and  no  significant  resource  conflicts  are  present.   Since 
all  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  the  Resource  Area  appear 
to  meet  these  criteria,  it  is  extremely  disappointing  to 
note  the  meager  wilderness  recommendations  in  this  Draft. 
We  find  the  rationales  for  the  non-wilderness  recommendations 
of  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  to  be  unconvincing.   The  Draft 
states  on  page  80  that  these  areas  include  valuable  ecological, 
geological,  recreational,  scenic  and  wildlife  resources. 
Wilderness  designation  is  the  only  management  option  that 
will  provide  permanent  protection  for  these  resources  and 
there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  wilderness  management 
should  present  any  more  "manageability  problems"  than  the 
several  overlapping  designations  and  restrictions  that  the 
RMP  suggests  as  an  alternative.   The  timber  and  motorized 
recreation  opportunities  that  are  given  precedence  in  the 
case  of  Castle  Peak  cannot  justify  exclusion  of  this  area 
from  Wilderness.   Timbering  is  a  minor  factor  in  the  local 
economy  in  comparison  to  the  recreation  industry  of  which 
wilderness  is  an  important  component.   There  is  ample  evidence 
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that  motorized  recreation  opportunities  far  exceed  demand 
in  the  area,  while  the  opposite  is  the  case  with  primitive 
recreation.   To  deny  Castle  Peak  a  Wilderness  recommendation 
in  favor  of  these  resources  is  not  justified.   We  find  the 
BLM's  apparent  anti-wilderness  bias  to  be  unacceptable  and 
inappropriate,  and  we  urge  the  Bureau  to  reconsider  and  reverse 
its  wilderness  recommendations  in  the  Final  Environmental 
Statement. 

Recreation 

We  do  not  feel  that  the  significant  shift  in  recreational 
emphasis  from  the  primitive  and  semi-primitive  end  of  the 
spectrum  to  more  motorized  and  developed  recreational  opportunities 
is  appropriate  or  justified.   As  is  noted  on  page  75  of  the 
Draft,  "...most  users  prefer  those  (recreational)  settings 
that  are  most  primitive  in  character."   Given  this  user  preference, 
and  given  that  semi-primitive  non-motorized  recreational 
opportunities  are  presently  available  on  only  one-tenth  the 
acreage  of  semi-primitive  motorized  recreation,  we  feel  that 
much  greater  emphasis  must  be  placed  on  the  preservation 
and  expansion  of  primitive  and  semi-primitive  recreation 
opportunities.   We  do  not  agree  with  the  contention  that 
a  reduction  of  55%  in  semi-primitive  non-motorized  acreage 
will  have  low  adverse  impacts.   Such  a  reduction  will  represent 
an  irretrievable  loss  of  recreational  resources,  it  will 
increase  use  pressure  on  adjacent  National  Forest  lands, 
and  it  will  increase  management  problems  associated  with 
motorized  recreation  such  as  noise,  dust,  litter,  and  un- 
authorized off-road  travel.   While  we  recognize  that  some 
road  development  must  accompany  BLM  management  actions,  we 
do  not  think  those  roads  should  be  converted  to  recreational 
use  except  in  areas  where  recreational  demand  and  ongoing 
management  needs  justify  such  action. 

Thompson  Creek  Natural  Environment  Area 

While  we  support  the  designation  of  a  Thompson  Creek  Natural 
Environment  Area,  we  do  not  think  that  the  management  of 
this  area  as  described  in  the  Draft  is  sufficiently  restrictive. 
We  do  not,  for  instance,  support  the  establishment  of  a  snow- 
mobile parking  area  at  the  edge  of  the  area.   We  think  that 
snowmobile  use  within  the  area  is  totally  incompatible  with 
its  management  as  a  Natural  Environment  Area  and  that  establish- 
ment of  a  snowmobile  parking  area  would  unnecessarily  encourage 
such  use.   We  also  believe  that  the  reclassification  of  2,698 
acres  in  Thompson  Creek  from  semi-primitive  non-motorized 
to  semi-primitive  motorized  is  similarly  incompatible  with  NEA 
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management.  The  area  affected  by  this  reclassification  is 
not  adequately  shown  on  Nap  13-22  and  must  bo  clarified  in 
the  Pinal  Environmental  Statement.  In  any  case,  we  do  not 
believe  that  nta 1  educat  ion  opportunities  that 

are  more  consistent  with  man*9«m«m  senii- 

sd  class"  (p.  171)  thwhlle  obi- 

or  justification  for  this  roclassif  Icat 

illy,  wo  would  request  that  the  Thompson  Creek  Area  be 
withdrawn  from  all  mineral  location,  sales,  or  leasing  instead 

partial  withdrawal  recommended  in  the  Draft.   Any 
mineral  development  in  Thompson  Creek  would  destroy  its  value 
as  an  NEA,  and  we  do  not  believe  that  such  a  withdrawal  would 
have  any  significant  effect  on  the  value  of  local  mineral 
resources. 

Land  Tenure  Adjustments 

In  general,  we  do  not  object  to  land  tenure  adjustments  if 

environmental  resources  and  County  Land  Use  priorities  are 

not  sacrificed  in  the  process.   The  attached  comments  of 

the  City-County  Planning  office  speak  to  the  latter  question. 

We  note  that  land  tenure  adjustments  may  result  in  the  loss 

of  over  6,000  acres  of  critical  winter  range  in  the  Roaring 

Fork  Capability  Unit.   This  loss  could  translate  into  unacceptable 

depletions  of  big  game  populations.   We  request  that  any 

adjustments  which  include  critical  winter  range  be  limited 

to  exchanges  for  land  of  similar  value  in  the  same  general 

area  so  that  the  maintenance  of  local  wildlife  populations 

is  assured. 

Water  Yield  and  Timber 

We  do  not  think  that  the  benefits  of  these  programs  justify 
theiz  impacts  on  primitive  recreation,  wildlife  habitat, 
soil  and  water  quality,  and  scenic  resources.   For  instance, 
an  8%  increase  in  water  yield  will  only  have  beneficial  impacts 
if  that  increase  can  be  captured  and  stored  for  use  during 
water-short  seasons.   The  lack  of  such  storage  facilities 
within  the  resource  area  indicates  that  any  increased  water 
yield  will  not  translate  directly  into  beneficial  water  use, 
but  will  instead  be  lost  downstream  with  other  spring  runoff 
flows.   The  aspen  that  would  be  cut  in  the  process  has  no 
value  on  the  timber  market  and  would  yield  only  marginal 
wildlife  and  domestic  forage  benefits. 

The  Draft  states  that  low  timber  harvest  levels  (.7  mbf  saw- 
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timber  and  2,650  cords  fuelwood  annually)  would  meet  local 
timber  demands.   Given  this,  and  the  generally  depressed 
state  of  the  local  timber  industry,  we  see  no  justification 
for  increasing  timber  targets  to  1.8  mbf  sawtimber  and  3,535 
cords  fuelwood  annually.   We  believe  that  vegetation  and 
forest  manipulation  programs  should  concentrate  on  preserving 
and  improving  existing  wildlife  and  domestic  forage  resources 
rather  than  subsidizing  a  timber  industry  which  shows  no 
sign  of  expanding  to  deal  with  increased  supplies. 

Miscellaneous  Points 

The  proposed  snowmobile  parking  area  on  the  Prince  Creek 

Road  is  il*j  miles  beyond  the  furthest  point  of  winter  maintenance 

on  that  road.   While  we  have  no  objection  to  the  establishment 

of  a  snowmobile  parking  facility  in  this  area,  we  do  not 

have  any  plans  to  increase  winter  maintenance  levels,  and 

the  BLM  may  wish  to  reconsider  this  location  with  this  in 

mind. 

We  support  the  establishment  of  a  river  access  site  in  the 
Snowmass  Junction  area.   Please  consult  with  us  as  plans 
for  this  site  develop  so  it  can  be  integrated  with  County 
road  and  traffic  management  plans. 

On  page  158,  under  Impacts  from  Minerals  Management,  the 
Draft  states,  "Potential  short-term,  generally  insignificant 
salinity  and  sediment  impacts  would  continue  to  occur  from 
existing  mineral  developments.   Spoil  pile  runoff  would  increase 
surface  water  salinity  and  sediment.   A  secondary  source 
of  these  impacts  would  include  improperly  designed  or  re- 
habilitated roads,  pipelines,  and  drill  pads.   Impacts  would 
continue  until ...  rehabilitation. "   This  rather  cursory  dismissal 
of  mining  impacts  is  disturbing  in  light  of  the  potential 
for  increased  mining  activity  and  subsequent  impacts  in  the 
resource  area.   Does  not  the  BLM  have  standards  that  will 
prevent  or  mitigate  "improperly  designed  or  rehabilitated 
roads,  pipelines  and  drill  pads"?   "Rehabilitation"  generally 
refers  to  revegetation  of  disturbed  soils.   Water  quality 
impacts  such  as  those  described  above  can  and  should  be  mitigated 
as  part  of  pre-development  site  design  and  permitting  and 
the  BLM  should  make  a  strong  commitment  to  such  mitigation 
in  the  RMP. 

We  would  like  to  see  the  lower  Colorado  River  corridor  designated 
an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  to  allow  for  the 
strong  protection  of  Great  Blue  Heron  rookeries.  Bald  Eagle 
wintering  areas,  Razorback  Sucker  habitat,  and  other  unique 
resources.   As  the  Draft  notes  on  page  163,  this  corridor  is 
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being  subjected  to  heavy  development  pressure  and  the  irreplaceable 

resources  of  the  riparian  zone  are  being  lost  at  a  rapid 

rate.   The  Cooperative  Management  Area  designation  is  a  step 

in  the  right  direction,  but  we  feel  that  this  is  truly  an 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  should  be  afforded 

the  greater  protection  that  such  designation  would  allow. 

We  cannot  agree  with  the  statement  on  page  16  5  that  "localized 
long-term  beneficial  impacts  to  wildlife  (from  Forest  Management) , 
especially  big  game,  would  result  from  increased  forage  production, 
habitat  diversity,  and  ease  of  movement."   On  the  contrary, 
we  think  that  the  adverse  impacts  of  timbering  would  be  long- 
lasting  and  severe.   These  impacts  would  include  loss  of 
solitude  and  escape  cover,  loss  of  calving  habitat,  and  increased 
harassment,  hunting  pressure,  poaching,  and  wildfire  potential 
due  to  increased  road  access. 

In  summary,  we  feel  that  the  Draft  RMP  overemphasizes  development 
and  commodity  outputs  at  the  expense  of  long-term  resource 
values.   The  final  plan  should  reduce  the  emphasis  on  such 
marginally  beneficial  programs  as  water  yield  and  timber 
harvest  and  instead  increase  efforts  to  improve  big  game 
and  domestic  forage,  preserve  primitive  and  semi-primitive 
recreation  opportunities,  and  preserve  air  and  water  quality. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  plan,  and 
please  let  me  know  if  any  further  information  would  be  useful. 

Yours  truly , 


Mark  Fuller 
Environmental  Coordinator 

MF:cd 
Attachment 

cc:  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Glen  Horn,  Planning  Office 
Roz  McClellan 
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January  21,  1983 


Mr.  Alfred  Wright,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs,  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Dear  Mr.  Wright : 

The  City  of  Glenwood  Springs  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impac 
Statement  on  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan. 

The  City  has  the  following  comments: 

1 .    We  strongly  suppo 


the  Bureau's  designation  of  the  critical 
watershed  area  above  the  City  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environ- 
mental Concern  (ACEC) .   These  watersheds  directly  contribute 
to  the  serious,  periodic  debris  flows  suffered  on  properties 
located  within  the  City  limits.   While  we  generally  support 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  we  suggest  leaving  open  to  further 
investigation  the  extent  of  vegetative  manipulations  and  other 
management  actions  to  protect  the  watershed.   The  City's 
debris  flow  mitigation  study  has  Just  been  completed  and 
should  be  of  value  to  BLM  in  completing  management  proposals 
for  this  ACEC. 


The  City  is  an  int 
ments  In  the  ACEC 
in  this  and  other 


sted  party  with  regard  to  grazing  allot- 

requests  consultation  upon  any  changes 
agement  practices. 


The  City  applauds  the  proposal  to  have  a  BLM-maintalned 
foottrail  from  the  City  to  the  summit  of  Lookout  Mountain.   I 
am  certain  that  the  City  will  do  its  part  to  manage  the 
in-city  portion  to  encourage  use  of  this  scenic  resource. 


V 
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Thank    you    for   your 
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The  Bureau's  objectlvea  for  M*  gam*  population*  und.  , 

r«d  Alternatl-.  in*  over  tha  n**t  K) 

veara  -  ara  •  Serloui 
and  neighboring  coamuntt lea  depend  heavllv  on  tha  •Coooalc 

■ponmii 

of  that  baae  VOuld  irn  that  aggre**lv.  i 

by  IU>'  '  Mia)  winter  range,  to  Increase  forage  and 

to  work  cooparat  lvrlv  with  th«  <  olorado  Division  <•!  Wildlife; 

will  more  than  pay  for  themaelvea.   The  benefit*  in  ■  " 
InK  thr  rrglnna]  economy  are  aubatantlal. 

t> .        Tha  vlaual  reaource*  of  Glenwood  Sprlnga  ara  a  kay  to  lta 
attract  Ivancaa,  hanca  to  lta  economy.   Th*  City  recommends 
that  the  Vlaunl  Reaource  Management  CIa**e*  for  MM  landa 
vialble  In-a  within  tha  Cltv  ha  upgraded  to  Clai 
Claaair  . ...  t  view  plana  may  ba  aa  ahown 

In  the  t'relerrcd  Alternative  (claaaaa  111  and  IV).   "Retention 
of  tha  landacapa  character"  (claaa  II)  ahould  be  a  management 
objective  throughout  tha  City1 a  vlewshed. 

5.    BLM  ahould  work  clone lv  with  Carfleld  County  on  reconciling 
management  objectlvea  for  the  Colorado  River  corridor.   Aa 
noted  In  the  RHP.  the  County  zoned  thla  corridor  Industrial  to 
accommodate  aand  and  gravel  operatlona.   BLH  propoaaa  to  allow 
these  operatlona  only  If  they  ore  conaiatent  with  protection 

important  riparian  wildlife  and  recreational  value*.  Thla 
conflict  In  management  of  objectlvea  ahould  be  resolved,  with 
valuea  balanced  by  recognizing  the  Importance  of  both  tourism 
and  lnduatry  to  the  region. 

On  behalf  of  the  City.  I  appreciate  the  effort  that  BIX  ha*  expended  to 
make  the  Reaource  Management  Han  a  document  balancing  the  needs  of  the 
many  varied  interests  in  this  large  planning  area.   The  City  looke 
forward  to  working  with  the  Bureau  in  accomplishing  the  objectlvea  of 
the  final  plan,  especially  in  the  critical  watershed*  above  the  City. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Stephen H.  Factor,  Mayor 


Aspen/Pit 
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ing  Office 


January  27,  1983 


Mr.  Al  Wright,  Manager 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Clenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 

Dear  Mr.  Wright, 

The  Aspen/Pitkln  County  Planning  Office  and  the  Pitkin  County  Commissioners 
have  reviewed  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Management  Plan.   This  correspondence  and  the  January  12,  1983  letter 
from  Mark  Fuller,  Pitkin  County's  Environmental  Co-ordinator,  constitute  the 
County's  official  comments  on  the  draft  EIS.   While  Mark  Fuller's  letter 
addressed  a  wide  range  of  County  concerns,  this  letter  Is  oriented  primarily 
toward  land  use  In  Pitkin  County,  particularly  the  proposed  land  tenure 
adjustments. 


RESPONSE  TO  COHMFNTFR  19 
Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


The  "Preferred  Alternative"  proposes  either  the  sale  or  exchange  of  approxi- 
mately 6,300  acres  of  land  in  the  Roaring  Fork  capability  unit.   Most  of  the 
land  area  proposed  for  disposal  Is  located  in  rural  Pitkin  County  and  is  zoned 
RS-30  PUD.   The  RS-30  PUD  zone  Is  a  resource  zone  in  which  development  is 
limited  to  1  dwelling  unit  per  30  acres.   We  are  concerned  that  the  proposed 
transfer  of  BLM  land  to  private  hands  may  create  significant  development 
pressures  in  Pitkin  County  which  may  result  In  requests  for  zoning  to  higher 
densities.   Since  some  of  the  land  targeted  for  disposal  Is  located  in  the 
vicinity  of  agricultural  lands  and  operations.  It  Is  possible  that  the  disposal 
and  ultimate  development  of  the  BLM  holdings  could  serve  as  the  catalyst  for 
Increased  development  pressures  in  rural  Pitkin  County  which  may  result  in 
conflicts  between  human  activity  and  nearby  agricultural  operations. 

Page  47  of  the  draft  EIS  citea  several  criteria  that  were  used  aa  the  basis  for 
selecting  the  "Preferred  Alternative".   The  first  criteria  states: 

1.   "Recommendations  should  reflect  a  high  degree  of  compatibility  with  the 
goals  of  other  agencies.   The  "Preferred  Alternative"  should  agree  as 
much  as  possible  with  the  approved  goals  of  state  and  local  governments 
and  other  federal  agencies,  except  as  those  goals  conflict  with  the  laws, 
regulations  and  policies  directly  governing  BLM  management  actions." 


It  should  be  very  clearly  understood  that  any  transfer  of  BLM  lands  which  results 
in  a  conversion  of  open  space  wilderness  areas  to  developed  land  would  be  in- 
consistent with  County  land  use  policies.   Specifically,  the  pr<vjsed  disposal 
of  BLM  land  holdings  is  in  potential  conflict  with  the  folloi'tug  three  adopted 
pol  cles  of  the  Pitkin  County  Lr.nd  Use  Code.   These  policies  and  brief  explana- 
lons  of  the  conflicts  are  referenced  below. 
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Policy  2-3.6   "It  is  the  policy  of  the  County  to  prevent  the 
construction  of  any  improvement  or  the  opera- 
tion of  any  use  which  may  cause  immediate  or 
foreseeable  material  danger  to  significant 
wildlife  habitat  or  which  would  endanger  a  wild- 
life species." 

Approximately  6,000  acres  of  the  land  in  the  Roaring  Fork  capability 
unit  have  been  identified  by  the  BLM  as  critical  winter  range.   The 
proposed  land  tenure  adjustments  may  result  in  the  loss  of  winter 
range  lands  and  threaten  big  game  populations. 

Policy  2-24     "It  is  the  policy  of  the  County  to  preserve  and 
protect  public  lands,  including  but  not  limited 
to  National  Forests  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
lands,  from  the  impacts  of  incompatible  develop- 
ment."  To  this  end  it  is  the  policy  of  the  County  to 

2-24.1   Ensure  that  development  surrounding  or  near  public 
lands  will  not  cause  high  concentrations  of  popula- 

2-24.2   Avoid  development  that  will  encourage  the  intrusion 
of  roads  or  high  level  of  human  activities  on  such 
lands. 

2-24.3  Ensure  that  any  development  will  not  result  in 
adverse  environmental  impacts  on  such  lands  as 
water  or  air  pollution  and  threats  to  wildlife 
habitat  by  dogs  or  human  activity." 

As  Map  3-34  of  the  CIS  indicates,  portionsof  the  land  identified  for 
exchange  in  the  East  Sopris  Creek  valley  are  located  adjacent  to 
or  nearby  the  White  River  National  Forest.   Although  some  of  the 
land  identified  for  exchange  may  never  be  developed  due  to  various 
environmental  constraints  upon  development  such  as  steep  slopes, 
the  potential  does  exist  for  some  development  on  land  located  nearby 
Forest  Service  land.   The  development  of  such  land  at  densities 
greater  than  permitted  under  existing  zoning  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  policies  cited  above.   It  is  very  doubtful  that  the  BLM 
would  apply  for  the  upzoning  of  the  land  in  the  East  Sopris  Creek 
valley.   On  the  other  hand,  if  the  land  is  transferred  to  private 
ownership,  it  is  more  likely  that  there  may  be  a  rezoning  request 
for  higher  density  zoning. 

Policy  2-25    "It  is  the  policy  of  the  County  to  provide  for 

efficient  phasing  of  public  services  and  facilities 
at  a  reasonable  annual  growth  rate  in  each  planning 
area  of  the  County;  to  prevent  the  location  of 
activities  and  developments  which  may  result  in 
significant  changes  in  population  densities  not 
consistent  with  the  foregoing  and,  if  necessary, 
to  apply  building  or  development  phasing  procedures 
designed  to  assure  that  the  foregoing  shall  not 
be  exceeded." 
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Ah  indicated  previously,  the  land  identified  for  land  tenure  adjustment  is 
located  in  rural  Pitkin  County.   The  County  seeks  to  maintain  the  rural 
character  of  the  area  and  has  zoned  the  land  accordingly.   The  County  does 
not  plan  to  provide  additional  public  services  in  the  near  future  to  the 
BLM  land  targeted  for  disposal.   The  transfer  of  the  BLM  land  to  private 
hands  may  result  in  the  demand  for  additional  public  services  that  are  not 
currently  being  planned  for.   The  provisions  of  these  public  services  wculd 
be  in  conflict  with  Policy  2-25. 

Based  on  the  potential  conflicts  outlined  above,  potential  development 
pressures  and  the  possible  resulting  adverse  impacts  on  agricultural  operations 
which  may  be  indirectly  caused  by  the  proposed  land  tenure  adjustments,  Pitkin 
County  prefers  the  Resource  Protection  alternative  to  the  "Preferred  Alternative" 

As  Table  5-14  of  the  draft  EIS  indicates,  under  the  Resource  Protection  alterna- 
tive approximately  2,030  acres  of  land  in  the  Roaring  Fork  capability  unit  will 
be  disposed  of.   This  estimate  is  approximately  4,280  acres  less  than  the  land 
targeted  for  disposal  under  the  "Preferred  Alternative".   As  you  may  know, 
Pitkin  County  has  adopted  land  use  policies  designed  to  preserve  the  existing 
rural  character  of  the  County.   Although  the  proposed  land  tenure  adjustments 
will  not  directly  result  in  immediate  growth,  we  do  feel  that  the  County  land 
use  policies  can  best  be  met  by  maintaining  the  existing  BLM  land  in  public 
ownership.   Pitkin  County  proposes  that  if  the  BLM  must  dispose  of,  or  exchange, 
any  public  lands,  the  land  be  transferred  to  a  public  entity  rather  than  a 
private  ownership.   The  retention  of  BLM  lands  in  public  ownership  will  increase 
the  probability  that  open  space  and  big  game  winter  range  will  be  preserved. 

Thank  you  for  referring  the  draft  EIS  to  us  for  our  comments.   Please  contact 
me  if  the  Aspen/Pitkin  Planning  Office  can  be  of  assistance. 

Sincerely, 

J^LL-^U 

Glenn  Horn,  Planner 
Aspen/Pitkin  Planning  Office 

cc :   BOCC 

Curt  Stewart,  County  Manager 

Mark  Fuller,  County  Environmental  Co-ordinator 

Sunny  Vann,  Planning  Director 

Randy  Cote,  Division  of  Wildlife 

Dennis  Bschor,  U.S.  Forest  Service 
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GARFIELD  COUNTY  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

P  O    Boh  MO  Qlenwood  Spfinai   Colorado  81601  Talephon*  1303)  Mb  91U 

l*)l|l  JIM  OmSKMOUtl  (.ARHV  VlLASOUlf 


January    28,    IQ81 


Alt  red    ■' 

Bureau  of    Land  Management 

Box    1009 

Clenwood   Spring*,    CO     61602 

RBl      Environmental    impact    St  a  t  men  t 

Dear  Mr.    Un  . 

The  Garfield  County  Board  of  Coral** loner*  appreciate*  the  oppon 
to  comment  on  the  Glenwood  Sprinpa  Reaource  Area  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.   There  are  several  point*  concern!,  t  the  Board 

■■mi  be  addressed. 

A  primary  concern  1*  land  tenure.   Garfield  County  ha*  Feu. 
owned  land  placed  In  the  0/S  (Open  Space)  zone  dlatrlct.   The  Cart 
County  regulations  currently  allow  flexibility  in  thl*  zone  district 

■  feral  projects.   Hou*  >ubllc  land  within  the  0/S  zone 

district  were  to  transfer  Into  private  ownership,  we  would  no  longer  con- 
sider this  zone  dlatrlct  appropriate.   It  Is  our  understanding  the  Board 
will  be  given  the  opportunity  to  review  each  land  sale  or  transfer,  prior 
to  any  action  he  Inn  t.ik.-n  by  the  BUI.   At  this  point,  the  Board  would  like 
to  suggest  placing  conditions  we  feel  arc  necessary.   The  Board  is  concerned 
that  appropriate  zoning  Is  acquired  by  private  Individuals  or  groups  who 
purchase  public  lands.   This  zoning  will  be  subject  to  existing  land  uses 
In  the  area  as  well  as  the  Garfield  County  Comprehensive  Plan  goals  for  the 
particular  area  In  question.   In  regard  to  thle,  the  Board  asks  to  be  Riven 
a  reasonable  time  period  to  review  actions  which  will  affect  Garfield 
County.   The  Boord  would  also  encourage  the  BLM  to  give  priority  considera- 
tion to  local  governments  that  are  Interested  In  the  purchase,  exchi 
and/or  negotiation  of  Federal  lands  subject  for  disposal. 

The  Economic  Development  Alternative  recommends  disposal  of  public 
lands  in  several  areas  of  the  County  that  are  currently  experiencing  develop- 
ment pressure.   These  areas  are  Cattle  Creek  and  the  Divide  Creek/Dry  Hollow 
area  south  of  Silt.   There  are  presently  heavily  increasing  demands  on  cite 
county  roads  In  both  areas.   If  the  additional  land  is  made  available  to 
private  developers,  the  potential  demand  for  county  services  would  Increase 
substantially.   The  land  tenure  adjustments  sited  under  the  Preferred  nil 
native  arc  more  consistent  with  the  County's  concerns  in  the  Cattle  Creek 
area;  however,  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  Economic  Development 
Alternative  are  the  same  regarding  land  tenure  In  the  Divide  Creek/Dry  Hollow 
area.   It  Is  the  desire  of  the  Board  to  work  with  the  BLM  to  develop  a 
suitable  time  schedule  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of  lands  that  will  be  dis- 
posed of  in  order  that  potential  Impacts  on  county  services  can  be  appro- 
priately addressed. 
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Thank   you    for  your  comments.      The    Propnaari  Anion    In    thta   fTIS 
racomrnenda    10,414   acr«l   of    the    Bull    Cutch   USA   aa    suitable    for 
wllderneaa    designation. 


.;'c   2,    Alfred  Wright,    Bureau  of   Land  Manapement 


The    following  consents  arc  made  regarding  specific   resources 
addressed    in   the  Environmental    Impact  Statement: 


sit.  GAME  P0PDLA1  CONS  : 


20 


The  Preferred  Alternative  states  that    land  disposals  and  additional 
habitat   lose   to  private    land  development   over    the  next    10  years  will 
result    in  an  overall  21X  decline    In  big  game  population.      This 
Alternative  also  points  out   a  drop  in  annual  personal    income  over 
one  million  dollars  could  also  be  expected   from  the  shortfall  of 
available  big  gome  forage   on  public    land.      Hunting  plays  a  major  role 
In  diversifying  the  economy  of  Garfield  County.      Thus,    it    is   the 
Board's  position   to   support  maintaining  big  game  population  that  will 
continue   to  attract   hunters   to   the  area.      One   goal  of   the  County 
Comprehensive  Plan   la  to  protect  major  wildlife  habitats.      Therefore, 
the  recommendation   in  the  Economic   Development  Alternative   to  dispose 
of  over   5,000  acres  of   crucial  winter  range    for  big  game   in  the  Cattle 
Creek  area  is    inconsistent  with  Garfield  County's  Comprehensive  Plan. 

MINERAL  MANAGEMENT: 

Due   to   the   Increased  demands   for  mineral  extraction,    the  Board  would 
like   to  express  support  of   continued  cooperative  efforts  with  the 

BUM   In   dealing  with  mineral   resource   development /management . 

UTILITY  AND  COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES: 

Garfield  County  will  continue  to  cooperate  with  the  BLM  to  further 
Identify  suitable  locations  for  proposed  utility  and  communication 
facilities. 

TRANSPORTATION: 

The  Board   recognizes   the   benefits  of  acquiring  easements    to  currently 
inaccessible  public    lands  when  there  are  no  adverse  impacts  on   the 
private   landowners    involved. 

WATER  QUALITY: 

Garfield  County  supports  the  recommendation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
to  increase  water  yield,  reduce  sedimentation  and  decrease  the  salinity 
of  rivers  and    streams. 

WILDERNESS : 

The   Board  questions   the  removal  of    the  Hack  Lake   and  Bull  Gulch  areas    from 
further  wilderness  consideration  studies.      The  Garfield   County  Comprehensive 
Plan  states   that   recreational  opportunities  provided  by  wilderness  areas 
are  a  vital  part  of  Garfield  County's   tourism  appeal. 

The  use  and  management   of   Bureau  of   Land  Managenent    land    in  Garfield 
County   is  a  concern  of   the  Board.     Wc  support   your  efforts  to  complete 
and    Implement  a   final   Resource  Area  Management   Plan   that   Is  responsive   to 
the  needs  of   the  citizens  of  Garfield  County. 
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Finally,  the  Board  would  like  to  exoress  it's  appreciation  to 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
this  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   If  you  have  any  questions  or 
comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  this  Board. 


rinkhou 
Chairman 
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February  1,  1983 


Mr.  Al  Wright 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO.  81602 


lit- a 


Al  | 


I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  Carbondale  about  the  proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan.   Carbondale  is  concerned  with  activities  both  in  and  outside  Its 
municipal  boundaries  which  may  impact  Its  future.   Carbondale  depends  heavily 
upon  tourist  dollars  especially  under  the  current  coal  slowdown  situation. 
The  tourist  attaction  to  this  area  depends  heavily  upon  the  use  and  admini- 
stration of  public  lands.   I  will  try  to  keep  my  comments  to  the  point. 

1.  Water  Yield  -  Concern  over  the  Impact  of  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Alternative  on  the  available  water  supplies  for  the  muni- 
cipal water  system.  Support  should  be  given  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMFNTER  21 
Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


Protection 
hazard  area 


ed  Alternative  to 
ral  leasing  in  the 


Critical  Watershead  -  Support  for  the  Resour 
Alternative  In  the  area  identified  as  erosio 
east  of  Carbondale,  south  of  100  Road. 

Minerals  Management  -  Support  for  the  Prefer 
Include  additional  lands  restricted  from  min 
North  Thompson  Creek  area. 

Terrestrial  Habitat  Management  -  Support  for  Preferred  Alternative. 
Hunting  is  an  activity  which  benefits  the  local  economy. 

Forest  Management  -  Red  Hill  is  a  serious  area  of  concern  to 
Carbondale.   The  area  is  Identified  on  all  alternatives  as 
suitable  for  fuelwood  sales.   The  Economic  Development  Alter- 
native also  shows  fuelwood  areas  In  excess  of  40%  slope.   We 
could  support  very  limited  wood  cutting  which  would  have  no  visual 
impact  from  Carbondale.   The  Economic  Development  Alternative 


76  So.  2nd 


Carbondale,  Colorado  81623  303963-2733 
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could  not  be  supported.   The  Town  would  Ilk*  to  see  the  area 
Maintained  In  i  natural  atate  and  poaalbly  developed  aa  a 
paaalve  recreation  area  In  the  future. 

6.  Recreation  Management  -  There  ahould  be  Mora  river  acceaa  altea 
designated  on  the  Roaring  Fork  and  Crystal  Rivera.  None  of  the 
alternatives  show  any  accees  sites  in  the  vicinity  of  Carbondalc. 
Much  of  the  property  along  the  rivers  la  private  with  no  public 
access.  Access  to  the  rivers  for  boating,  fishing  and  enjoyment 
Is  Important  on  both  rivers  snd  will  become  more  Important  an 
the  area  contlnuea  to  develop. 

7.  Visual  Resource  Management  -  On  all  maps,  Indicates  the  area 
around  Red  Kill  north  of  the  Intersection  of  Highways  82  and  133 
Is  designated  as  Class  IV  visual  resource.   The  area  la  visually 
Important  to  Carbondalc.   It  Is  Important  that  the  area  be  Improved 
visually  but  that  no  further  deterioration  of  the  resource  occur. 

8.  Land  Tenure  Adjustments  -  The  public  lands  around  Carbondalc  are 
Important  In  providing  openspace  and  recreational  areas  near  the 
Town.  If  parcela  are  available  for  sale,  Carbondalc  would  like 
to  have  advance  notice  and  be  able  to  participate  as  possible 
buyers.  The  Economic  Development  Alternative  would  not  be  sup- 
ported and  preference  should  be  made  for  the  Resource  Protection 
Alternative. 

9.  Off-Road  Vehicle  Management  -  The  Resource  Protection  Alternative 
or  the  Preferred  Alternative  should  be  retained. 

10.  Transportation  Management  -  Carbondale  would  like  to  see  consi- 
deration given  to  possible  public  access  to  public  lands  on  Red 
Hill.   The  Red  Hill  area  would  be  a  good  future  site  for  some 
passive  recreational  uses. 

11.  Utilities  and  Communications  Facilities  -  The  exposed  areas  In  the 
valley  bottoms  and  on  the  surrounding  benches  would  and  should  be 
considered  unsuitable  for  above  ground  construction  of  utilities. 
Any  utilities  constructed  underground  should  be  completed  In  a 
manner  that  minimizes  scarring  of  terrain  and  vegetation.   All 
utility  sites  should  be  completely  rehabitated.   Public  lands 
which  are  removed  from  immediate  view  sheds  may  be  appropriate 
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for  construction  of  facilities.   These  Bites  should  not  allow 
skylining  of  structures,  should  utilize  terrain  and  vegetation 
to  hide  structures,  should  not  allow  for  vegetation  clearcuttlng 
and  should  involve  careful  site  review.   Significant  problems 
can  be  avoided  with  proper  preapplication  conference  review  with 
all  Impacted  entities. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  commert  on  the  plan.   Local 
Input  is  very  Important  to  the  process  which  should  respond  to  local  needs. 
Admittedly,  these  comments  are  brief  but  generally  cover  Carbondale's  major 
concerns . 

If  we  can  be  of  any  further  assistance  to  your  office,  please  contact  us. 
Sincerely, 


,^ 


IQAM&  /OAAAA- 
Davis   Farrar 
City  Manager/Planner 

DF:nb 
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303/328-  n\\ 

Board  of  County 

Commissioners 

Ext  241 


Clerk  and 
Recorder 
Ext  217 

Sheriff 

Eagle    Ext  211 

Basalt     9273244 

Gilman:   827-5751 


Building 

Ext  226  or  229 

Community 

Development 

Ext  226  or  229 


Enrironmental 
Health 
Ext  238 


Public  Health 
Eagle  Ext  252 
Vail    476-5844 


EAGLE  COUNTY 

Eagle,  Colorado  81631 


February  7,  1983 


Alfred  Wright,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.  O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO.   81602 


RE   Eagle  County  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Management  Plan 


Dear  Al : 

The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  for  Eagle  County  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan  and  wishes  to 
make  the  following  comments: 


1) 


The  document  as  a  whole  encourages  the 
Multiple  Use  concept,  which  is  in  accord 
with  the  Eagle  County  Master  Plan  dated 
April,  1981.   The  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
strongly  supports  this  concept. 
More  specifically,  the  Board  generally  agrees 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  major 
policy  areas  including:  water  quality,  water 
quantity,  mineral  restrictions,  wildlife 
habitat  improvement  projects,  livestock  and 
wildlife  allocations,  timber  allocations, 
management  practices,  wilderness  designations, 
visual  resource  designations,  utility  and 
communication  facilities  siting,  transportation 
and  wildfire  management  zones. 
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3)  The  Board  particularly  supports  the  de- 
signation of  areas  where  special  management 
plans  will  be  developed.   The  Board  would 
like  to  participate  in  the  development  and  re- 
view of   the  special  management  plans  pre- 
pared for  lands  in  Eagle  County. 

4)  The  Board  does  have  a  specific  concern  with 
the  suggested  policy  to  encourage  disposal 
of  Public  Lands.   The  Board  is  concerned 
both  with  some  of  the  lands  designated  for 
disposal  and  the  method  of  disposal.   The 
major  concern  is  that  lands  with  grazing 
rights  currently  on  them  be  encouraged  to 
remain  in  agricultural  uses  and  that  lands 
with  limited  development  potential  not  be 
given  false  expectations  for  the  amount  of 
development  that  might  be  allowed  on  them. 
The  Board  would  like  to  work  closely  with 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  further 
developments  with  the  land  disposal  program. 

Finally   the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  wants  to  en- 
courage the  continuation  of  the  open  lines  of  communication 
between  your  office  and  the  Board  that  have  existed  over  the 
last  few  years.   The  Board  would  appreciate  advance  know- 
ledge of  any  major  projects  proposed  on  lands  within  your 
district  or  of  any  proposed  changes  to  either  your  current 
operating  policies  or  new  ones  developed  through  the  Resource 
Management  Plan.   The  Board  supports  the  effort  and  direction 
of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Sincerely, 


■^sy/^ 


David  E.  Mott,  Chairman 
Board  of  County  Commissioners 


DEM : epm 
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Howard  E  Ting  ley 
12433  Hwy  82 
Carbondale,  Colo  81623 
14  December  1982 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colo  81602 

Attn:  Mr.  Alfred  Wright,  Area  Manager 

SubJ:  Personal  comments  on  the  Draft 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan. 

Dear  Mr.  Wright, 

I  commend  you  and  your  planning  and  environmental  Impact  statement  team  for  the 
rather  credible  and  certainly  substantial  efforts  dedicated  to  the  draft  E.I.S. 
prepared  as  required  by  Congress.  My  comments  In  general  and  in  specific  are  not 
Intended  as  calls  on  the  teams  diligence  or  Judgement.  They  are  personal  opinions 
formed  by  my  experiences,  education,  and  consequently  my  philosophical  bent.  I 
thank  the  system  and  procedures  which  allow  not  only  myself  but  others  of  both 
like  and  different  persuasion  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Regarding  comments  In  general,  my  primary  concerns  follow  . 

I  propose  that  alternatives  can  only  be  reasonably  compared  by  reducing  them  to 
common  terms  of  money  and  time.  In  so  far  as  this  draft  E.I.S.  Is  a  document  pre- 
pared to  assist  those  decision  makers  charged  with  selecting  a  land  use  management 
plan,  of  what  value  is  the  end  result  of  a  plan  prepared  on  the  basis  of  oersonal 
desire  as  Influenced  by  self  Interest  groups  and  by  emotional  motivations?  Errors 
can  and  are  made  In  Judgements  of  time  value  of  money,  estimates  of  costs,  and  in 
values  of  benefits.  However,  a  comparison  of  alternates  using  equal  base  values 
to  arrive  at  money  terms  is  Inherently  fairer  and  wiser  than  a  comparison  without 
benefit  of  time  and  money  analysis.  Costs  must  be  related  to  all  specific  elements 
of  each  alternative  if  any  reasonable  or  reliable  decision  guide  is  to  be  made 
available. 

Mineral  development  is  often  challenged  because  of  real  or  imagined  damage  to  the 
environment;  yet  little  If  any  consideration  is  given  to  social  and  economic  impacts 
created  by  the  failure  to  provide  for  mineral  development.  Expanding  land  develop- 
ment and  restrictive  land  management  practices  are  constantly  impacting  utilization 
of  our  nations  mineral  resources.  Planners  at  all  levels  of  government  are  placing 
more  and  more  land  Into  restrictive  use  categories.  Unfortunately  commercial  mineral 
deposits  are  extremely  rare,  they  occur  where  placed  by  Mother  Nature.  Until  loca- 
tions are  know,  reasonable  land  withdrawals  through  wilderness  study  designation, 
recreation  resource  designation,  or  other  land  use  restrictions  is  impossible.  To 
put  mineral  development  into  a  realistic  perspective  I  enclose  a  pie  chart  showing 
totality  of  raining  from  1776  to  1973.  This  chart  demonstrates  the  minimal  impact 
of  mining  which  Is  so  frequently  blown  totally  out  of  proportion  when  viewed  in 
newsprint,  on  the  television,  or  as  covered  by  biased  self  interest  groups. 
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Malthusian  like  predictions  by  certain  groups  of  self-proclaimed  environmental 
experts  on  wilderness  needs  are  generally  emotional  statements  without  proper 
foundation.  The  suggestion  so  often  used  that  to  not  designate  a  certain  desir- 
able, possibly  unique  and  fragile,  parcel  as  a  wilderness  condemns  it  to  destruc- 
tion and  loss  cannot  support  close  scrutiny.  If  this  were  true,  how  could  many  of 
these  same  fragile  and  unique  areas  have  survived  the  last  50  or  100  years  of  man's 
imprint?  Prudent  management  in  conjunction  with  responsible  guidelines,  checks  and 
balances,  inputed  with  state  and  county  land  use  regulations  together  show  ample 
controls  to  prevent  the  unbridled  exploitation  or  destruction  of  primitive  resource 
areas  and  serve  far  better  to  protect  societies  interests  than  any  known  confron- 
tation or  isolation  strategies. 

My  specific  comments  are  addressed  hereafter  with  reference  to  chapter,  page  and 
section,  sub-section  and  paragraph  as  applicable,  or  to  table  or  map  number: 

ITEM  COMMENT 

1.  Summary  -  pg  ix  Management  practices  listed  are  rather  negative  and 
Continuation  of  Cur-  I  wonder  if  they  are  in  accordance  with  existing  BLM 
rent  Management  caretaker  responsibilities?  They  do  not  Include  the 

positive  impacts  of  environmental  and  conservation 
groups  nor  of  responsible  state,  county,  municipal, 
or  other  private  agencies. 

2.  Summary  -  pgs  x  -  xiii  When  the  inventory  of  natural  resources  in  incomplete 
Resource  Protection,  how  can  impacts  or  restrictions  placed  on  mineral 
Economic  Development.  developments  in  these  alternatives  be  honestly  as- 
and  Preferred  Alterna-  sessed? 

tlves 

3.  Chap.  1  -  pg  3        Language  sugqests  land  resource  management  plan  selec- 
The  Planning  Process    Hon  is  to  be  made  without  regard  to  costs.  The  fact 
Steps  8  4  9  that  implementation  will  require  adjustments  according 

to  funding  constraints  is  an  irresponsible  way  to  be- 
gin any  management  plan  and  only  sets  a  scenario  for 
likely  failure. 

4.  Chap.  1  -  pg  5        U.S.G.S.  mapping  provides  some  accurate  maps.  However, 
Interrelationship  with  many  are  old  and  outdated,  they  are  not  complete  or 
other  programs.  USGS    accurate  in  all  aspects  of  management  plan  needs. 

5.  Chap.  1  -  pgs  5  S  6    Do  the  state  agencies  listed  have  the  resources  to 
State  adequately  assist? 

6.  Chap.  2  -  pg  9        Does  the  minerals  management  planning  criteria  follow 
Minerals  Management    intent  of  the  Federal  Mining  Law  of  1872? 

7.  Chap.  3  -  pg  13       What  guidelines  or  definition  was  used  to  establish 
General  Crlterial  Used  an  area  as  suitable  for  designation  as  an  A.C.E.C? 
to  Formulate  Alterna- 
tives, Item  6 

8.  Chap.  3  -  pg  13       Capability  Unit  Boundaries  do  not  reflect  breakdown 
Capability  Units      to  common  units,  especially  when  including  political 

views,  attitudes,  values,  and  existing  land  uses  or 
better  land  use  regulations,  (ie  -  can  you  imagine 
someone  from  Aspen  identifying  with  one  from  Carbon 
dale  or  Glenwood  Springs?  Recent  results  of  state 
representative  race  should  give  a  clue.) 
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Chap.  3  -  pg  15 
Resource  Protection, 

Economic  Development  S 
Preferred  Alternatives 

Chap.  3  -  pgs  18  &  19 
Critical  Watershed 
Areas 


Chap.  3  -  pgs  19  -  23 
Minerals  Management 


Reiterate  --  Alternative  selection  should  include 
costs  of  plans  and  ability  of  funding. 


Debris  flow  hazard  is  being  addressed  by  the  City  of 
Glenwood  Springs  with  intent  to  implement  regardless 
of  management  plan  selected.  New  developments  adjacent 
to  debris  flow  hazard  areas  have  been  directed  to  de- 
sign for  or  to  otherwise  control  debris  flows.  Exist- 
ing constraints  are  adequate  to  promote  and  implement 
proper  management  practices.  The  additional  A.C.E.C. 
designation  is  superflous. 

The  fire  burned  area  on  public  land  east  &  south-east 
of  23rd  and  Bennett  in  Glenwood  Springs  should  be  re- 
vegetated  or  otherwise  stabilized  to  reduce  the  high 
soil  erosion  problem  there. 

An  other  area  not  addressed  and  which  seems  to  contin- 
ually create  some  drainage  and  infrequently  debris 
flow  problems  is  Red  Canyon  Creek.  This  may  be  a  prob- 
lem with  the  Glenwood  Ditch  in  conjunction  with  Red 
Canyon  Creek.  What  is  the  BLM1 s  responsibility  on 
this  watershed  area? 

The  complete  minerals  management  proposal  is  a  gambit 
for  stifling  the  development  of  our  nations  mineral 
resources.  Too  often,  as  the  past  has  proven,  over 
zealous  restrictions  and  regulations  have  created  an 
adverserial  relation  between  private  enterprise  who 
is  called  upon  for  the  orderly  and  economic  develop- 
ment of  domestic  resources  by  Congress*  and  the  BLM 
who  is  charged  with  caretakers'  responsibility.  In- 
stead of  fostering  a  spirit  of  cooperation  and  util- 
ization of  best  state  of  the  art  in  mining  and  re- 
clamation techniques  the  BLM  creates  an  additional 
arena  in  which  the  legal  profession  can  enjoy  their 
games.  The  minerals  management  proposals  outlined 
make  more  work,  reduce  economic  benefits  to  the 
whole  of  society,  and  create  ambiguous  standards 
which  will  defy  concensus  of  opinions  (ie  -  "De- 
velopment that  would  not  significantly  conflict  with 
environmental,  economic,  or  social  values  would  be 
approved."). 

What  protection  is  made  available  to  existing  claims, 
leases,  sales,  and  other  resource  development  plans? 
Please  remember  nature  was  not  so  selective  in  the 
placement  of  natural  resources.  Given  an  acute  need, 
indeed  Congress  could  reverse  excessive  restrictions 
but,  time  requirements  for  exploration  and  production 
development  are   so  great  and  when  coupled  with  the 
zealous  objections  of  a  few  environmentalist  organi- 
zations the  obstacles  to  an  orderly  and  timely  devel- 
opment are  so  considerable  as  to  generally  terminate 
£he  effort. 
Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1970 
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12.  Chap.  3  -  pg  26 
Livestock  Grazing 
Management  para  1 

13.  Chap.  3  -  pg  26 
Table  3-6 


Chap.  3  -  pg  27 
Table  3-7 


Chap.  3  -  pg  32 

Recreation  Resource 
Management  para  1 


16.  Chap.  3  -  pg  32 
Recreation  Resource 
Management  para  5 

17.  Chap.  3  -  pg  33 
Cultural  Resource 
Management  Objectives 


Chap.  3  -  pgs  34  &  35 
Wilderness  Management 


"Existing  Livestock  Use"  is  not  defined  in  the  glos- 
sary. 1  expect  "Actual  Use"  -  defined  -  was  intended 
to  mean  existing  use.  Clarification  should  be  made. 

Existing  use  total  is  37,408  from  a  summary  made  of 
Table  F-1,  not  37,709  shown.  Initial  allocation  is 
28,271  from  same  source,  not  26,443  shown.  What  is 
the  descrepancy? 

There  are   several  voids  in  Table  F-1  which  causes 
the  change  in  Existing  vs  Initial  allocation  to  not 
add-up.  Errors  may  also  play  some  part  such  as  oppo- 
site allotment  number  8029  where  under  the  C.C.M.  Alt. 
the  change  should  be  -113. 

A  conservative  cost  estimate  for  this  typical  allot- 
ment range  improvement  project  is  nearly  $350,000. 
(10  mi.  of  fence  @  $3.50/ft,  1  ea  cattle  guard  @ 
$700.00,  1  ea  corral  @  $250.00,  .25  mi  of  stock 
trail  @  $4.00/  ft,  5  ea  reservoirs  @  $2,000.00  ea, 
5  ea  springs  @  $1,000.00  ea,  .75  mi  of  pipeline  @ 
$7.00  /ft,  400  acres  of  vegetation  manipulation  @ 
$200.00/acre,  100  acres  of  seeding  G  #300.00/acre) 
This  is  $70.00  per  acre  on  a  5,000  acre  allotment. 
Who  is  responsible  for  the  cost  of  these  improvements 
and  have  they  agreed  to  pay  this  expence? 

Recreation  areas  should  be  managed  with  an  open  mind 
to  the  multiple-use  concept  of  public  lands.  Mineral 
development  and  other  uses  can  co-exist  under  cer- 
tain conditions.  Frequently  the  reclamation  of  a 
natural  resource  development  enhances  the  area  for 
recreation  or  for  wildlife  habitat.  Blanket  exclus- 
ions are  wrong. 

Are  the  co-operative  agreements  to  be  developed  to 
include  cost-sharing,  and  if  so  do  the  different 
agencies  involved  support  the  additional  financial 
strain  to  be  added  to  their  budgets? 

The  standards  are  ambiguous,  ("protect  the  cultural 
and  historical  values  from  accidental  or  in- 
tentional destruction  and  give  special  protection  to 
high  value  cultural  resource  sites")  Existing  prac- 
tices have  too  adequately  protected  these  resources. 

The  objective  statement  should  include  language  to 
indicate  possible  coincidental  use  with  mineral  and 
other  development  investigations  if  practical.  Manage- 
ment actions  should  positively  consider  the  multiple 
use  recommendations  of  Congress.  The  Minerals  Policy 
Act  of  1970  should  be  cited.  No  additional  wilderness 
study  areas  or  wilderness  areas  should  be  designated 
until  complete  policy  and  economic  costs  are  estab- 
lished. Existing  regulations  and  constraints  are  more 
than  enough  to  protect  other  fragile  and  unique  re- 
sources. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTER  23 

Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

Response  1 

If   a  WSA   is   designated   as   wilderness   by   Congress,    it   would   he 
managed   according    to    the   Wilderness   Act    of    1964   and    the   BLM's 
wilderness   Management    Policy  which   provides   guidance   on 
activities    that    are    permissible   within   a   wilderness.      The 
management    of   each  WSA   under  each   alternative    is   described    in 
Chapter    ?    and    the    Impacts    on    mineral    development    are    described 
in   Chapter   4.      The   economic    costs   of   allowing   or   prohibiting 
mineral    development    were   excluded    from  detailed   analysis    In 
this   document    because   no   mineral   development    is   anticipated    in 
any   of    the   WSAs. 
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I.S.  pg 


Chap.  3 

Management  Actions 
para's  2  t  3 

Chap.  4  -  pg  63 
Erosion  Conditions 
para  7 


Chap.  4  -  pgs  67  t  68 
Minerals.  Locatables 


What  i  ' Ion  of  "full  . 

I>  Creek  designation  is  of  questionable 
with  the  approved  C.F.  t  I,  irry  adjacent. 

:image  Is  probably  the  primary  factor  conti 
butlng  pacts  can  be  made 

on  potential  fire  damage  through  coordinated  manage- 
ment planning.  For  instance,  off-road  .• 
could  be  coordinated  mth  improved  access  to  poten- 
tial high  fire  damage  areas.  Both  road  construction 
and  location  could  be  beneficially  Impacted  mth  such 
a  coordinated  approach. 

The  BLM's  Inventory  of  locatables  must  be  nearly  non- 
existent. Minerals  listed  by  Mlnobras  In  the  publica- 
tion Industrial  Minerals  /  Colorado  and  Utah  Include 
barlte,  clays,  gypsum,  limestone,  pumice,  and  still- 
manite.  Other  valuable  minerals  which  should  be  con- 
sidered are  anhydrite,  dawsonlte,  nahcollte,  and 
ordinary  sand  and  gravel. 

What  is  the  definition  of  "recreational  value  of 
metals"? 

It  appears  a  scenario  Is  being  constructed  to  further 
restrict  If  not  halt  the  development  of  our  nations 
natural  resources. 


Chap.  4  -  pgs  68  t  69 
Table  4-8 

Chap.  4  -  pg  69 
Terrestrial  wildlife. 
Habitat  and  Related 
Species  para  1 


What  does  the  asterlk  denote? 


If  public  land  for  wildlife  In  the  resource  area  is 
In  short  supply  for  present  wildlife  use,  and  manages 
only  due  to  supplementary  benefits  provided  wildlife 
use  on  private  land,  then  why  introduce  more  to  com- 
pete for  less?  Utilize  to  maximum  potential  what  Is 
available  in  a  balanced  management  plan.  This  may 
allow  introduction  of  additional  or  new  species  if 
resources  become  available. 


Chap.  4  -  pg  69 
Terrestrial  Wildlife. 
Broadleaf  Tree  Ripar- 
ian para  3 


Chap.  4  -  pgs  70  t  71 
Big  Game 


What  is  the  documentation  of  "severely  Impacted  by 
road  construction,  gravel  extraction,  water  diversions 
and  livestock  grazing."?  I  suggest  children  with  B-B 
guns,  young  people  on  woodstes,  and  both  legal  and 
illegal  shooting  more  severely  impact  the  riparians 
in  habitat. 

1  understand  that  much  private  land  is  utilized  by 
wildlife,  but  to  include  the  benefits  of  these  pri- 
vate resources  in  order  to  justify  big  game  popula- 
tions is  to  establish  an  improper  baseline  for  any 
wildlife  guidelines. 
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Chap.  4  -  pg  71 
Threatened  and  Endan- 
gered Species  para  2 


27.   Chap.  4  -  pgs  74  S  75 
Recreation  Resources 


28.  Chap.  4  -  pg  75 
Table  4-13 

29.  Chap.  4  -  pq  78 
Land  Use  para  1 


30.   Chap.  4  -  pg  79 
Table  4-16 


Chap.  4  -  pgs  80  S  81 
Wilderness  Values 

Chap.  4  -  pg  81 
Visual  Resources 
Scenic  Quality  para  1 


The  vast  majority  of  land  along  the  lower  Colorado 
River  and  along  the  Roaring  Fork  River  is  private. 
The  BLM  would  do  well  to  encourage  alternate  means 
of  providing  for  endangered  or  enjoyed  species,  work- 
ing in  cooperation  with  private  landowners.  The  onus 
of  contact  with  individual  private  owners  is  upon 
the  public  -  the  BLM  as  its  representative  -  and 
not  upon  the  private  sector. 
I  believe  state  agencies  such  as  the  Mined  Land 
Reclamation  Board  has  worked  quite  effectively  in 
this  manner. 

I  complement  the  team  for  their  sound  definition  of 
"Setting  Opportunity"  for  the  primitive  opportunity 
class.  Too  frequently  a  wilderness  designation  is 
considered  imperative  in  order  to  meet  primitive 
requirements.  Anyone  who  has  done  much  out-of-the-way 
hiking  or  backpacking  knows  this  is  not  true. 
I'm  sure  most  visitors  preferences  will  tend  toward 
primitive,  it  is  the  "in  thing"  now,  but  how  many 
will  take  the  opportunity  available  to  them  and  pro- 
perly utilize  these  settings?  We  still  find  a  ple- 
thora of  cigarette  butts  and  packages,  used  film 
packs,  beverage  containers  and  other  rubbish  in  ample 
supply.  I  trust  this  is  not  a  true  picture  of  socie- 
ties concern  for  primitive  or  semi-primitive  settings. 

1980  Garfield  County  Population  figure  should  be 
22.464.  not  13,320. 

I  charge  that  many  farmers  and  ranchers  must  support 
their  agricultural  roots  through  second  jobs  (as  sug- 
gested in  Table  4-15  for  models  I  and  1 1  )  and  many 
former  agricultural  holdings  were  unable  to  support 
their  continued  existence.  This  is  the  primary  and 
most  significant  determinent  of  shifting  land  use 
patterns.  How  has  government  assistance  (or  inter- 
ference) helped  the  plight  of  the  small  family  op- 
erated farm  or  ranch?  Do  you  suppose  there  Is  some 
validity  to  studying  and  utilizing  knowledge  from 
American  History? 

Private  land  does  not  total  1,279,506  acrea  or  its 
county  breakdowns  as  shown.  This  is  a  total  for  both 
public  and  private  land. 

I  commend  the  study  team  for  its  sensible  recommenda- 
tions of  wilderness  designations. 

What  impact  will  the  designation  ACEC  have  on  mineral 
development  adjacent  to  an  ACEC  or  have  on  access  to 
to  private  land  which  requires  passage  through  an  ACEC? 
1  question  the  ACEC  designation,  especially  for  visual 
resources.  The  BLM  has  adequate  tools  for  controlled 
management  without  additional  designations.  This  has 
been  too  amply  demonstrated  in  the  past. 
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33.   Chap.  4  -  pg  82 

Transportation  Roads 
para  4 


Chap.  5  -  pg  83 
Introduction  para  1 


Chap.  5  -  pg  84 
Critical  Watershed 
Assumptions  para  1 

Chap.  5  -  pg  84 
Mineral  Assumptions 


The  large  areas  of  land  along  the  upper  Colorado 
River  between  Dotsero  and  State  Bridge  which  are 
legally  inaccessible  to  the  public  are  still  re- 
commended for  intensive  stream  management.  If  public 
has  limited  access,  whom  does  the  cost  of  intensive 
management  benefit? 

The  closing  of  access  by  private  landowners  is  gen- 
erally in  response  to  a  public  few  who  totally  ignore 
their  responsibilities.  Trash  remains,  gates  are 
opened  and  left  open,  and  vehicles  are  parked  such 
that  further  access  is  denied  or  hindered.  These  and 
other  obnoxious  habits  force  the  closings  in  order 
for  the  landowners  to  protect  their  rights. 

The  introduction  statement  calls  for  disclosure  of 
economic  consequences.  Economics  is  concerned  with 
the  production,  distribution  and  consumption  of  wealth. 
Health,  in  this  document,  should  be  concerned  with  the 
value,  as  measureable  in  price  (unless  there  is  a 
better  measuring  device),  of  the  study  areas  natural 
resources  and  infrastructure,  especially  as  it  effects 
the  areas  human  resources.  Nowhere  in  the  document 
have  I  been  able  to  locate  these  economic  analyses. 

Stipulations  should  provide  for  trade-offs  or  for 
other  water  exchange  provisions. 


Mineral  values  can  only  be  identified  following  a 
comprehensive  exploration  program.  Lets  leave  the 
options  open  until  either  private  enterprise  or  the 
BLM  has  been  able  to  identify  and  inventory  these 
natural  resources.  This  posture  should  hold  regard- 
less of  land  tenure  proposals  or  disposal  status. 

37.  Chap.  5  -  pg  86       What  is  the  correlation  between  projected  allocations 
Social  and  Economic    Table  3-6  and  potential  allocations  on  Tables  J-1 
Conditions  Assumptions  J-2,  J-3,  and  J-4? 

Livestock  Grazing 

38.  Chap.  5  -  pg  87  The  concerns  expressed  by  this  document  towards  our 
Visual  Resource  (the  publics)  resources  of  land,  water,  vegetation. 
Assumptions  animal,  and  other  (?)  visible  ones  is  comendable. 

But  is  it  necessary  to  re-identify  and  re-classify 
those  resources  which  are  adequately  covered  by  other 
management  protection  measures?  This  is  a  ploy,  in  my 
humble  opinion,  to  establish  another  level  of  burea- 
crqcy  within  the  BLM.  Next  we  would  have  a  Director 
of  Visual  Resources.  Followed  by  appointments  of 
Administrative  Directors  of  Land,  of  Water,  of  Vege- 
tation, of  Animals,  and  of  Other  Visual  Resources. 
(Possibly  the  Department  Director  could  initially 
handle  the  administrative  duties  of  Other  Visual 
Resources  if  his  executive  staff  support  was  in- 
creased.) 
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38.   continued  Obviously  my  fear  of  creeping  federalism  has  been 

exposed,  but  the  possibilities,  though  subtle,  are 
surely  evident  are  they  not? 

A  definition  of  public  land  holdings  within  the 
resource  area  should  be  shown  on  each  map  in  order 
to  better  depict  the  impact  or  magnitude  of  manage- 
ment proposals. 

The  capability  unit  boundaries  are  not  valid. 

Erosion  hazard  area  exists  E  by  S-E  of  Glenwood 
Springs.  (See  comment  Item  10). 

Roaring  Fork  River  corridor  is  nearly  all  private 
land.  How  has  the  BLM  determined  it's  rights  of 
designation  and  management  along  this  corridor  as 
shown  in  green  on  this  map.  Same  is  true  to  a  lesser 
extent  along  portions  of  Eagle  River  and  upper  Colo- 
rado River. 

I  question  the  soundness  of  Deep  Creek  designation. 

Lower  Colorado  River  corridor  is  primarily  private 
land.  How  has  the  BLM  determined  it's  rights  of  de- 
signation and  management  along  this  corridor  as  shown 
in  green  on  this  map? 

A  check  with  Map  4-1  will  prove  that  some  private 
lands  sre   included  within  management  designation 
areas  (re:  T6S,  R  90  8  91  W).  As  noted,  if  all  maps 
had  some  indication  of  public  land  holdings  this 
type  of  error  would  less  likely  occur. 

Egeria  Creek  is  principally  surrounded  by  private 
land  holding.  For  whose  benefit  is  the  aquatic  habitat 
management  proposed? 

Maps  3-11,  3-12  8  3-13  Rock  Creek  and  Egeria  Creek  are  very  poor  selections 
for  peregrine  falcon  introductions.  The  railroad  goes 
through  and  across  this  area  and  there  is  a  track 
maintenance  area   here  which  requires  substantial 
vehicle  traffic  in  addition  to  the  train  traffic. 
Further  decreasing  the  value  or  attractiveness  of 
this  area  for  tiercel  or  falcon  (of  the  genus  falco 
peregnnus)  is  the  active  year-round  mining  at  Crater. 
If  in  fact  such  mining  activity  does  not  bother  wild- 
life, particularly  the  raptors,  then  why  has  it  been 
accused  of  severe  negative  impact,  frequently  suspected 
of  causing  abandonment  of  feeding  and  nesting  areas? 
Your  proposals  are  at  cross  purpose. 
Deep  Creek  with  it's  approved  limestone  quarry  nearby 
is  also  a  poor  selection  for  terrestrial  habitat  en- 
hancement through  introduction  of  new  species. 


39.   All  bound  maps 


40.  All  Maps 

41.  Map  3-5 

42.  Map  3-6 


43.  Map  3-7 

44.  Map  3-8 


44.   Map  3-9 


45.   Map  3-10 
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Maps  3-19.  3-20. 
3-21  and  3-22 


Maps  3-25  t  3-26 


49.      Hap  3-27 


50.       Hap  3-28 


eomendable  I 
opportunity  spectra 

I  to  public    I  ■ 
prlva'' 

land  originally  obtan 
public  t 

i inly  questn  "  I  ica- 

tlon  of  encouraging  a  proi 

obvious  Impacts  of  snow-mob  1 1 es  and  all  the  support 
faciln  ipon  private  land.  What  Is 

the  BLM'  regard? 

Essentially  no  such  facilities  are  prop 
upper  Colorado  River  area.  Some  location  near  Crater 
(with  its  year  round  mining  activity  and  accompany- 
ing traffic  and  noise)  seems  to  lend  Its-self  to  this 
type  of  use.  In  addition,  you  help  provide  some  re- 
creatlonaly  opportunities  to  this  end  of  the  resource 
area. 

The  Bull  Gulch  possible  wilderness  management  pro- 
posal indicates  Isolation  of  some  private  land  hold- 
ings along  the  Colorado  River.  What  protection  Is 
given  to  the  rights  of  these  private  land  owners? 

I  feel  adeguate  management  tools  are  available  to 
the  BLM  without  adding  another  "critical"  designa- 
tion to  manage. 

Blanket  designation  on  both  private  (561  of  the  area) 
and  public  lands  Is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  BLM's 
responsibilities  or  rights.  1  recommend  that  the 
Visual  Resource  Management  proposals  be  dropped. 
Reasonable  safeguards  are  allready  in  place  to 
provide  BLM  with  needed  management  strategies. 

52.  Maps  3-32.  3-33  t  3-34  In  general  1  encourage  the  sales  of  all  parcels 

which  are  totally  surrounded  by  private  land  or  in 
other  ways  do  not  accomodate  the  publics  use.  I  feel 
it  Is  in  the  publics  interest  to  get  the  lands  onto 
the  tax  rolls  and  further  I  believe  better  productive 
utilization  of  the  resources  is  made  by  the  private 
sector.  Public  land  which  provides  the  only  reason- 
able access  to  other  public  resources  should  not  be 
sold.  A  close  review  is  called  for  prior  to  disposal 
in  order  to  verify  disposal  benefically  serves  the 
public. 

53.  Haps  3-35.  3-36  S  3-37  Off  Road  Vehicle  management  should  recognize  the  le- 

gitimate needs  of  agricultural  and  mineral  require- 
ments as  opposed  to  recreational  requirements.  Stan- 
dard restrictions  on  all  traffic  is  not  proper.  Class- 
ifications or  other  provisions  for  the  legitimate 
access  needs  of  agriculture  and  mineral  resources 
should  be  made. 


51.   Haps  3-29,  3-30  S  3-31 


Bnponit  2 

Thf    Bull    Gulch  USA    doea    nor    contain    any    prlv.itr    land    lnholdinM 
and   doi>a   not    affect    aeceaa    to    prfvat*    lands   adjacent    to    fta 
boundaries. 
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54.   Maps  3-42,  3-43  &  3-44  Designations  have  again  been  made  upon  private  land. 
It  is  unacceptable  for  the  BLM  to  visit  the  publics 
needs  upon  private  landowners  rights. 
There  is  no  Chapter  3-26.  Reference  must  have  been 
intended  to  be  Table  3-26. 

Some  designations  do  not  correlate  well  with  exist- 
ing or  approved  use.  Raptor  concentration  {?)  and 
peregrine  falcon  introduction  near  Crater  and  Deep 
Creek;  sensitive  zone  designation  on  Rock  Creek  and 
Egeria  Creek  near  Crater;  primitive  and  natural 
values  on  Deep  Creek;  to  mention  a  few. 
With  all  the  raptor  concentration  areas  shown,  why 
dre   we  in  need  of  additional  introduction?  These 
maps  now  indicate  a  plethora  of  native  habitat  sites 
which  become  unsuitable  for  other  uses.  The  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  would  lead  us  to  believe  that 
coyotes  are  an  endangered  species.  I  suggest  a  more 
sincere  approach  to  Terrestrial  Habitat  Management. 

My  brief  review  of  this  draft  E.I.S.  has  induced  me  to  support  a  Continuation  of 
Current  Management  concept.  Questions,  errors,  inconsistencies  and  lack  of  any 
economic  analyses  strengthens  my  resolve.  Certain  elements  of  each  alternative 
may  be  warranted,  but  without  cost  and  benefit  analyses  I  find  it  impossible  to 
weigh  the  values  of  options  presented. 

At  such  time  as  these  economic  analyses  are  available  I  would  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  again  review  your  proposals. 


Very  truly  yours, 
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■  PA)  of  the  ent  Plan  (PMt>) 

;tnd  unjustifiably  skewed  toward  motor  'ion. 

tock  grazing,  and  witter  yield,  an<i 
again  I  non-motorized  recreation,  'his 

PA   is  contradi. ■<  Col lowing  considerations  in  • 

a).Th  primitive  and  Bemi-prlmii 

non-motorized  recreation  opportunity  spectrum  clfl 
other  t  yj  - 
h) .timbering  is  proposed  to  be  done  al  .hove 

regional  needs  for  firewood 

vera  important 

outputs  like  wildlife,  water  quality,  and  primitive  recreation. 
c). Livestock  grazing  is  a  minor  contribution  to  t h< 
economy,  and  has  been  declining  hecause  of  populal 
on  the  higher  quality  grazing  lands,  yet  it  outcompetes  hunting 
and  other  types  of  wildlife-dependent  recreation  of  gr< 
economic  Importance  in  PLK's  formulation  of  the 

Normally,  we  would  expect  the  BIM  to  choose  an  alternative  somewhere 
ronmentalisl  I  (e.g.  the  Resource  Protection 

Alternative  ch  we  do  generally  support)  and  th( 

of  Commerce  wish-list  (e.g.  the  Economic  Development  Al ternat ive . EDA) . 

r,  in  choosing  a  PA  that  is  outside  this  bra<         nd  even  the 
EPA  in  some  respects,  the  BU"  is  saying  that  It  wou  k>  goals 
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that  are  neither  ecologically  nor  econoi         ound,  and  which  bear 
little  relation  to  public  needs ,  In  our  oth  bad  planning 

and  bad  land  management,  and  is  not  that 

we  can  find  in  the  DEIS.  We  i >an         protest  the  cavalier  treat- 
ment given  to  3  of  the  -1  ffSAs  (late  word  has  it  that  intain 
and  the  bits  and  pieces  of  Pack  lake  will  be  dropped  hecause  of  PCI 
'  I'   should  adopt  its  RPA  for  wilderness. 

Finally,  the  BIM  has  included  no  figures  and  has  undertaken  m 

Lon  of  proposed  budgets  for  an  Lonal 

Forest  Service  performs  such  analyses  in  its  plans  and  the  PLV  should 
do  like?  alternatives  that  require  more  funding 

than  is  likely  to  be  available? 

Specif  ic  Comments 

^ater  Qu a  1  i  t  y 

Water  quality  problems  in  the  "ilk  and  Alkali  Creek  drainages  would 
not  he  improved  by  thi  -  proposed  in  the  PA  for  the 

If  poor  quality  is  due  to  an  erosion -prone  soil ,  I 
surely  keeping  existing  vegetation  intact,  water  run-off  reduced,  and 
livestock  away  from  stream  banks  would  help  (p.  IP). 

Water  Yield 

yield  and  water  quality  enhancement  efl  'he  area  around 

leak  are  in  conflict  (maps  3-1  and  3-<l):an  increase  in  yield 
cannot  but  increase  soil  loss,  suspended  solids,  and  dissolved  solids. 
■r  proposed  for  the  PA  (Tahle  3-1)  compared 
to  the  RPA  or  the  CDA  is  an  improvement,  though  the  level  in  the  I 

' ter  still.  clear ,  is  that 

ally  the  entire  GSftA  has  easily-'-  Lis,  In  }igh1 

current  water  quality  pi  i he  Colorado  Piver  (and  the  great 

effort  and  expense  of  government  agencies  to  combat  them)  it  seems 
•  to  us  to  give  water  yield  a  lower  priority  in  tin 

Crit  ical  Watersheds 

es  not  appear  to  offer  enough  protection  for  Critical  Water- 
sheds in  tin  3-2),  although,  certainly  more  than  under  current 
management .  Vie  believe  that  in  such  watersheds ,  CRV  and  road  travel , 

-nc,    grazing,  water  yield  activities  and  oil  and  gas  sui 
occupancy  should  be  strongly  curtailed  or  prohibited.  High  erosion 
hazard  •  least  -rotection  of  a  1 1 . and  muni 

ire  not  pro'  the  road  erosion  and  harmful  drilling 

fluid  ;h  oil  and  therefore 

that  effects  attributable  to  t *e  PA  (p.  10,  col. 2) 
will  in  fact  occur. 

Minerals 

AH  rr-;r         ter  sheds  and  Lon  hazard  areas  on  map3-5  should 

surface  occupancy"  stipulations  on  lea 
for  scenic  and  recreational  landr  like  those  around  Castle  Peak.  Such 
stipulations  would  make  the  RMP  conform  more  *  >cal  plans 
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Thank    you    for   your   comments. 

Response    1 

The   majority   of    the    timber   harvest    proposed    In    the    Castle   Peak 
area    Is    in  watersheds    tributary    to    the   Colorado  River   not    In 
the   Milk    or   Alkali    Creek    drainages.       In   general,    soils   on   which 
timber   stands  occur    in    the  area    range    In   erosion   hazard    from 
moderate   to  high.      Consequently,    significant    Impacts  would   not 
occur    hecause    standard    operating    procedures    for   timber  harvest 
and    its   associated    road   construction   would    be   cooplled   with. 
Water    quality    problems    in    the    Milk    .ind    Alkali    Creek    drainages 
originate  outside  of    the  USA.      Site-specific   activity  plans   for 
improving  water   quality    In    these    drainages   have    been    prepared. 

Response   ? 

No  significant  Impacts  to  wat 
watersheds  around  Castle  Peak 
this  FFTS.  The  soils  In  site 
Increasing  water  yield  range 
high.  Under  the  RMP,  aspen  a 
forestry  program  and  any  clea 
rather  than  be  subject  to  con 
Is  a  prollflcally  sprouting  s 
water  quality  would  he  very  s 
quality  from  the  aspen  and  tl 
watershed  Is  of  high  quality, 
from  aspen  treatment  should  a 
have  a  small  dilution  effect 
originating  lower  In  the  uate 
recommendations  have  he> 
forest  program  and  would  he  l 
In  projects  proposed 

Response  3 


r  quality  would  occur  In 
under  the  or  Proposed  Action 

considered  sultahle  for 
n  erosion  hazard  from  mode rat 
ens  will  be  managed  by  the 
rcuts  will  be  allowed  to  regro 
version  to  grass.  Because  asp 
pedes,  any  impacts  to  erosion 
t-llved.  In  addition  water 
mbered  areas  In  the  upper 

Any  additional  water  develop 
lso  be  of  high  quality  and  may 
on  the  poor  quality  water 

heds.   The  water  yield 
luded  as  design  features  under 
mplemented  to  the  extent  possl 
orestry  program. 


The  municipal  watersheds  and  high  erosion  hazard  areas  are 
designated  for  no  surface  occupancy  under  the  RHP.   Because  th 
Castle  Peak  area  appears  to  have  low  mineral  potential  and 
because  other  management  objectives  did  not  require  such  an 
action,  It  was  not  felt  necessary  to  Impose  this  restriction. 
A  seasonal  restriction  has  been  imposed  to  protect  wildlife. 
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which  seek  to  protect  recreational  lands  in  general  and  scenic  corridors 
like  that  along  I-70(p.  20). 

The  statement  on  p. 67  that  limestone  production  is  to  increase  more  than 
ten  times  on  BLM  lands  in  the  next  few  years  deserves  more  extensive 
comment  in  the  DEIS.  Why  the  dramatic  increase9  Where  will  the  mining 
occur?In  any  part  of  the  Glenwood  Canyon  Scenic  Corridor0  ''.'hat  will  be 
the  impacts9 

Terrestrial  and  livestock  Grazing 

The  discussion  of  grazing  on  pp.  72  and  76  is  enlightening  and  contra- 
dicts the  emphasis  on  this  activity  in  the  PA.  For  example ,  we  learn  that 
the   range  in  the  GSRA  is  in  a  generally  declining  condition  from  past 
overgrazing  (pp.  56-57  state  that  12?  of  the  25°.  allotments  are  over- 
grazed), that  considerable  efforts  would  have  to  he  expended  (public 
money?)  to  improve  the  range  condition,  that  the  livestock  industry  is 
not  a  particularly  important  part  of  the  local  economy  anyway  ( "agri- 
culture  represents  a  small  and  declining  part  of  the  economy"),  and  that 
only  1%.    of  the  livestock  forage  need  is  provided  by  Bit/  land,  ^his  situation 
is  ripe  for  a  careful  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  sort  allegedly  advocated 
by  the  present  Administration .  Will  grazing  fees  pay  for  the  necessary 
vegetation  manipulations,  riparian  zone  fencing,  and  other  range  im- 
provements9 If  not,  how  do  the  present  fees  of  $1.45/ATT  compare  with 
grazing  fees  (or  costs)  on  private  range  of  comparable  quality  in  the 
region?  Factoring  in  these  questions,  and  considering  that  livestock  en- 
hancement sconfl  ict  with  wildlife  (which  is  already  suffering  from  re- 
ductions in  winter  range),  and  considering  further  how  much  more  the  local 
economy  is  enhanced  by  wildlife-based  recreation  than  by  livestock  pro- 
duction (compare  the  socio-economic  impacts  of  the  PA  and  PPA  on  pp. 
175  and  127,  respectively ) ,  it  appears  that  only  the  PPA  of  all  the  alt- 
ernatives makes  overall  sense.  The  PIM  should  bear  in  mind  that  the 
GSPA  is  changing  rapidly  from  an  agriculture-  to  a  recreation/tourism- 
based  economy.  In  its  PA,  the  BLM  is  attempting  to  keep  afloat  the  mori- 
bund segment  of  a  local  industry  by  reducing  the  recreational  opportunities 
for  the  vast  majority  of  the  public  ,  both  permanent  and  visiting.  With 
the  encroachment  of  development  on  existing  wildlife  winter  range,  it  is 
imperative  that  BLM  give  a  higher  priority  to  the  preservation  and  en- 
hancement of  wildlife  forage  on  its  lands.  Ironically,  as  the  PPA  dis- 
cussion indicates ,  improved  wildlife  forage  benefits  livestock  in  the 
longer  term. 

Forestry 

Forestry  is  another  example  of  a  rather  minor  local  industry  given  more 
perks  in  the  PA  than  are  necessary  at  the  expense  of  economically  and 
politically  more  important  resources .  The  first  question  that  musrt  be 
answered  (and  which  is  not  in  the  DEIS)  is:What  is  the  real  demand  now 
and  in  the  future  for  fire  wood  and  sawtimber9  Apparently,  a  harvest  of 
only  0.7MMBFY  (p. 122)  and  1000  cords  of  firewood  (p. 73)  is  necessary  to 
meet  local  demand ,  although  it  is  not  made  clear  whether  this  is  the 
total  demand  in  the  area  or  only  that  which  BLM  supplies,  ^he  0.7MMBFY 
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figure  is  itself  contradicted  elsewhere  ( p .  171 ,  where  1 . 8MMBFY  is  de- 
clared to  "meet  local  needs").  It  is  also  stated  that  little  commercial 
harvesting  of  BLM  timber  has  taken  place  (p.  73),  that  market  conditions 
"have  been  poor  for  several  years",  and  that  the  one  sawmil 1  in  the  region 
has  shut  down ,  presumably  for  lack  of  business  ( p .  76 ) .  Why ,  under  such 
conditions,  the  BLM  plans  to  double  or  treble  the  allowed  harvest  over 
and  above  needs  in  the  PA  is  not  explained.  No  doubt  any  timber  sold  will 
be  substantially  discounted,  and  so  compete  with  sawtimber  and  firewood 
from  private  lands-hardly  an  example  of  the  much  touted  "good  neighbor 
policy"!  It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  firewood  use  will  not  increase 
as  fast  as  the  population  in  the  GSPA  because  of  present  wood-burning- 
related  air  pollution  problems  in  urban  areas  like  Vail  and  Aspen. 

An  important  forestry  issue  is  the  use  of  the  40  degree  slope  cut-off 
for  timber  harvest  suitability.  Harvests  on  such  steep  slopes  will  not 
only  be  expensive,  but  also  will  lead  to  serious  soil  erosion.  Proposed 
harvests  in  some  alternatives  for  greater  than  40  degree  slopes  are  ab- 
solutely unconscionable  in  our  view-how  can  the  BLM  justify  the  envir- 
onmental havoc  that  would  be  caused  by  such  harvests?  In  addition  to  a 
smaller  slope  cutoff,  the  BLM  should  also  use  a  site  productivity  index 
to  identify  suitable  timber  lands: we  suggest  an  index  of  at  least  20 
cubic  feet  per  acre  per  year 

Use  of  selection  cutting  should  be  qualified.  This  method  can  lead  to 
high-grading  and  deterioration  of  the  genetic  quality  of  the  trees  on 
a  given  site  unless  healthy  and  vigorous  seed  trees  are  left  for  re- 
vegetation.  Of  course,  snags  for  wildlife  and  small  (only  a  few  acreas), 
irregular  cuts  should  be  used  where  clear-cutting  is  the  technique  of 
choice. 

Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak  WSAs  will  both  suffer  from  proposed  timber 
management  policies  in  the  PA.  On  map  4-2,  the  erosion  condition  class 
of  the  Castle  Peak  area  is  poorer  than  that  in  the  King  Mountain  area, 
suggesting  that  any  timbering  should  be  done  there  first.  The  omission  of 
4786  acres  of  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA  from  the  semi-primitive  non-motorized 
recreation  category  (p. 177)  because  of  timber  harvest  is  not  warranted 
by  the  somewhat  scatterred  and  hard-to-access  fuelwood  resources  of  the 
area  (map  3-18).  Allowing  primitive  non-motorized  recreation  in  Castle 
Peak  for  the  same  area  that  is  planned  for  timbering  in  the  PA  is  not 
consistent — people  do  not  recreate  in  clearcuts!  We  believe  that  the 
primitive  and  natural  qualities  of  the  Castle  Peak  area  dictate  that  BI M 
put  this  area  into  the  Fire  Management  or  Fire  Suppression  categories, 
not  Fire  Exclusion.  Fire  is  a  natural  part  of  any  undisturbed  ecosystem, 
and  prescribed  fires  at  appropriate  times  might  reduce  the  fuel  load-- 
timbering,  unless  the  slash  and  downed  timber  is  removed ,  will  not . 

We  conclude  that  the  BLM  has  not  made  a  convincing  case  for  any  substantial 
amount  of  either  timber  or  fuelwood  cutting  in  the  GSPA,  with  the  possible 
exception  of  the  already  cut  King  Mountain  area.  Other  lands  should  be 
left  unharvested  for  their  recreational,  watershed,  and  wildlife  values. 
It  might  also  be  mentioned  here  that  clearing  areas  with  a  lot  of  downed 
timber  (e.g.  Castle  Peak)  removes  cover  for  game  animals  like  elk.  ^his 
was  a  bone  of  considerable  contention  in  a  recent  Forest  Service  sale 
on  the  east  side  of  the  Flattops. 

Recreation/Wi Iderness 
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tiould  he  like,  /nd  of  coursi 
much  loss  likely  to  cause  the  soil  rianaeo  and  erosion 
problems  inherent  In  PV  and  nrv  recreation, 
c).  The  assumption  on  p.  86  that  additional  wilder- 
wllderenss   would  on  1 

saturation  point  and  has  thus  reduced  the  wilderness  experience 
for  those  users.  Therefore,  nv  wildi  .hat  now  has  become 

the  Rif le-Vall-Aspi  'on  corridor"  wot  to  ac- 

commodate "overflow"  not  "displacement"  use. 

d).  '''he  statement  Is  often  made  in  this  and  other  PI!'  d( 

a  WSA  Is  not  a  "unique  wilderness  resource",  "'his  is  too  par- 
ochial a  v  may  not,  in  fact,  be  a  stunningly  unique  area 
by_  Colorado  standards  (e.g.  C«  .  !A)  is  unique  enough 
considering  the  count'         hole  and  will  lous  indeed 
to  the  visitor  from  the  Flatlands.  PI  >'  man;..          belonging  to 
and  whose  management  is  paid  for  by  the  whole  I'.S.  public,  not 
Just  the  Colorado  public  or  the  local  ecom        rests. 
Hundn          isands  of  this  general  publi           l orado  each 
year  to  view  Its  natural  and  mostly  public  wond.  i 

e).  Map  3-20  apparently  Indicates  that  PI"  woi  n  sub- 


Reaponae    a 

Page    Ti   cnriS)   contain!   an   editorial    error   and   should   have    read 
"...those    aettlnga    that    arr   lorr    primitive    In   chare.'- 

'"■'"'""    Information  comes   from  an    Inventory   done    by   Colorado 
stall-   Dnlverolty.      A  copy   of    the    report    la    In    rhe    reaoui 
flics.      Overall,    Inventory    Information    Indicates   a   high 
preference    for    those    settings    that    are   aorr    primitive    lo 
character,    hut    thla    preference   alao   generally    fneludee    the 
seml-prle.il  1  ve    motorlred    anting.       In    eddltloo,    preferences    by 
varloua   actlvltlea    Including   hunting,    fishing,    and    picnicking 
Indicate    alnllar   preference    for   settings    ranging    from   prleltlva 
to  roaded  nnnir.il  . 

Furthermore,    the    large   auppty  and   variety  of   RnS   aettlnga  on 
the   White   River   National    Foreat    reduce    the    aignfflcance   of 
chongea   on   public    land. 

Cenerally,    the    physical    environment    (remoteness,    alie, 
landscape   alteration*)    Halt*    the   capability   of    an   area    to 
provide  a    aettlng  opportunity   more   toward    the    primitive   end   of 
the    spectrum.       Th„«,    It    would    he    difficult,     If    not     Impossible, 
to  change   an  existing   setting   to  a  more   primitive    setting    ffor 
example,    a    roaded   natural    setting   to   a    primitive    setting). 

Response    5 

The  I'.S.  Forest  service  estimates  the  carrying  capacity  of 
seven  wildernesses  on  the  White  River  National  Forest  vlll  not 
he  reached  until  about  the  year  2000  (Draft  Fnvl ronmental 
Impact  statement  for  the  White  River  National  Forest  Land  and 
Resource  Management  Plan).   Estimates  Indicate  wilderness 
recreation  use  of  the  four  WSAs,  If  all  were  dealgnated  as 
wilderness,  would  be  less  that  one  percent  of  the  total  use  In 
the  local  region  and  would  not  be  significant  In  satisfying 
future  wilderness  recreation  demand. 


In  the  context  of  the  comment,  "overflow"  Is  synonymous 
"displacement"  as  used  In  the  DFIS  and  FFIS  on  the  RHF 
both  terms  refer  to  a  shift  (n  the  location  of  use. 


with 
Ince 
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Lai  acreage  shift  from  the  semi-primitive  motorized  to  the  roaded- 
natural  class.  It  seems  implausible  to  -i,.nt  of  the 

recreating  public  that  enjoys  Jeeping  would  find  such  a  trend  acceptable. 

nder  how  such  a  trend  is  compatible  with  resource  protection  and 
with  a  reasonable  road  maintainence  budget. 

Other  comments  on  wilderness/recreation  issues: 

a).  The  extra  roads  around,  and  access  to  Pull  Gulch  that  appear 
on  map  3-41  (compare  to  map  3-38)  and  the  proposed  OPV  access 
to  the  southern  section  of  the  BullGulcb  WSA  do  not  Jibe  with 
the  present  wild  and  natural  qualities  ol  this  area.  In  addition, 
it  is  not  understandable  why  PI!'  proposes  In  the  PA  to  designate 
this  area  as  Visual  Class  II  (map  3-31).  whereas  in  thi 
(map  3-30),  this  area  Is  Class  I.  This  casts  serious  doubt  on 
on  the  alleged  virtues  of  rurely  administrative  protections 
of  primitive  recreation  areas, 
b).  Hap  3-37  lists  the  Castle  Deak  "SA  as  administratively  set  aside 
In  the  PA  for  "primitive  non-motorized  recreational  opportunities" 
yet  the  green  color  says  that  OPVs  are  allowed,  "'hese  are  not 
compatible  uses.  OPVs  should  be  excluded  from  this  area.  On 
other  hand,  if  the  BU*  is  proposing  motorized  use,  why  does  the 
Jeep  road  presently  on  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  V.SA  that 
appears  on  map  3-38,  not  appear  on  map  3-41? 

Many  of  the  problems  and  inconsistencies  outlined  above  could  be  alleviated 
if  the  BU!  changed  is  PA  to  something  much  closer  to  the  PPA.  but  with 
perhaps  even  less  road  building  and  access  purchase  than  occurs  even  in 
the  latter.  As  the  DEIS  states  on  p.  177 : "Vi lderness  values  would  be  lost 
forever  on  16,740  acreas".  We  have  far  too  little  roadless  land  left  in 
this  country  to  find  such  a  situation  (In  the  PA)  acceptable. 

Land  Tenure 

The  Sierra  Club  believes  strongly  that  the  Federal  Government  is  now 
proposing  to  sell  entirely  too  much  of  its  "excess"  land.  This  is  also 
true  in  the  GSRA.  We  believe  that  by  far  the  first  priority  in  any  land 
tenure  adjustments  should  go  to  exchanges,  not  sales,  •'his' is  especially- 
true  in  the  GSRA  because  of  the  Importance  of  many  of  the  parcels  to 
game  animal  winter  range.  If  at  all  possible .scattered  winter  range  areas 
should  be  blocked  up  so  that  their  consolidated  area  covers  the  most 
crucial  sections  of  the  winter  range,  "'he  statement  on  p.  175  that  land 
sales  may  lead  to  a  depressed  local  property  market  is  vet  another  reason 
to  reduce  such  sales  to  the  lowest  possible  level.  The  total  acreage 
adjestment  should  not  exceed  that  proposed  for  the  RPA. 

We  trust  that  the  BLy  will  find  these  comments  useful,  and  that  the  FFIS 
will  adopt  a  more  balanced  approach  to  wilderness  and  public  land  man- 
agement . 


Sincerely 


Kirk  Cunningham 
Conservation  Chairman 


5-42 


25 


P  3.   A   statement  was  made   in  my  Deo.    14th  testimony  that  Castle  Peak 
was   a   unique  volcanic   feature  mentioned   in  Halka  Chronic's 
"Roadside  Oeology  of  Colorado".   This   la   Incorrect.  The  feature 
referred   to  in   the  book   is    the  Dotsero  Crater. 


cc     Congressman  Ray  Kogovsek 

Congresswoman  Pntricia   3chroeder 
Congressman  Timothy  Wirth 
Congressman  Hank  Brown 
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January  24,  1983 


Jack  Albright,  Manager 

Glenwood  Springs  BLM  Office 

P.  0.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado   81602 

Re:   Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

Please  make  the  following  comments  part  of  the  hearing  record  pertain- 
ing to  the  above . 

I  am   writing    this    letter    to    urge    BLM   to    give   wilderness    recommendations 
to    the    Bull    Suloh,    Back    Lake    and   Castle    Peak    Wilderness    Study    Areas. 

There  is  every  reason  to  recommend  Bull  Gulch  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation.  Its  geologic  formation  (Maroon  Sandstone),  elk  habitat,  and 
multitude  of  wildlife  types  all  qualify  it.   It  was  initially  recommend- 
ed, then  rejected.   Why?   It  is  difficult  for  me  to  believe  that,  as 
BLM  asserts,  nothing  will  happen  to  this  area.   At  least  BLM  is  con- 
fused as  to  this.   The  BLM  position  is  that  there  are  no  resource 
conflicts  and  that  administrative  protections  are  sufficient  because 
nothing  will  happen,  yet  the  Technical  Supplement  states  that  such 
management  will  facilitate  timbering,  off-road  vehicle  use,  and  mineral 
resource  extraction.   Administrative  protections  are  always  subject  to 
change  and  do  not  provide  the  permanent  protection  created  by  a 
congressional  wilderness  designation. 

Hack  Lake  is  another  case  in  which  there  are  no  mineral  resource  con- 
flicts and  in  which  timbering  is  uneconomical.   It  has  strong  primitive 
recreation  and  scenic  values,  as  well  as  abundant  wildlife.   Its 
recreation  value  would  add  reliable  revenue  to  the  local  economy.   As 
with  Bull  Gulch,  administrative  restrictions  as  to  mineral  resource 
exploitation  will  not  protect  the  wilderness  values.   Since  there  are 
no  conflicts,  this  means  the  area  is  prime  for  wilderness  protection 
by  Congress. 

The  Castle  Peak  area  is  also  well  suited  for  wilderness  designation 
because  of  its  unique  geomorphology ,  ecosystems,  wildlife  diversity, 
Class  A  scenic  rating,  and  its  watersheds. 

A  wilderness  designation  should  not  be  foreclosed  by  plans  for  motorized 
recreation  and  timbering.   These  plans  are  more  evidence  of  BLM's 
predisposition  to  manage  its  lands  for  the  production  of  wealth  rather 
than  the  protection  of  wilderness.   There  are  ample  opportunities  for 
off-road  vehicle  activity  in  other  parts  of  the  Resource  Area  where 
there  would  be  far  less  resulting  damage.   Since,  together  with  ranching 
and  other  forms  of  recreation,  timbering  is  already  a  substantial  part 
of  Eagle  County's  economy,  further  timbering  in  Castle  Peak  would  be 
redundant;  wilderness  recreation  in  Castle  Peak  would  add  economic 
diversity.   No  National  Forest  in  Colorado  supports  profitable  timbering- 
it  is  all  actually  subsidized  by  taxpayers.   Will  Castle  Peak  be  an 
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exception  to  this  pattern?   Probably  not.   Moroovci , 

National  Poreet  permits  an  adequ.r  irvest  absent  the  need  to 

build  the  now  roads  which  WOU  m  Castle  Peak.   Roads 

ttoep  slope  soil  erosi 
adding   to  the  downstream  silting  problems.   Similarly,  timbering  would 
probably  leave  severely  damaged  soil  conditions  on  steep  slopes,  pre- 
cluding successful  rovegetation.   The  riparian  management  plans  for 
the  area,  as  shown  by  maps,  would  conflict  with  <  Ll 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Eagle  Mountain  h  was 

recommended  by  DLM  for  wilderness  designation,  has  now  been  h 
by  the  Interior  Department.   Why  is  Interior  oblivious  to  the  need  for 
ness  designation  in  this  DLM  Resource  Area? 

BLM  is  playing  the  same  games  in  this  Resource  Area  as  In 
River  area.   An  art         I  Lally  recommended  for  wildornoss  designation 
and  then  is  withdrawn.   Areas  whose  wilderness  characteristics  are  not 
in  conflict  with  any  non-wilderness  resourcos  are  not  given  th 
ness  recommendations  tin  ,  but  are  consigned  to  manaq< 

plans  subject  to  change  at  any  time.   The  basic  problem  here  is  on- 
values.   BLM  has  ■  philosophical  trapeze  acts  in  order  to  justify 

what  it  wants  to  do. 

I  have  never  quite  understood  why  conacrv&tivoB   are  afraid  to  oonoervo. 
What  is  so  fearful  about  conserving  the  91  of  Colorado  BLM  lands  which 
have  wilderness  characteristics?   This  is  only  about  1%  of  the  total 
land  area  of  the  entire  state.   As  shown  by  the  recent  study  of  economist 
Richard  Walsh,  the  existing  Colorado  wilderness  areas  will  cease  to 
accommodate  recreational  pressures  in  roughly  25  years.   Even  if  all  of 
the  wilderness  lands  in  Colorado  were  quadrupled,  the  carrying  capacity 
for  recreational  use  would  be  reached  in  roughly  40  years.   And  only 
if  all  public  lands  in  Colorado  suitable  for  wilderness  (about  15%  of 
the  state's  area)  were  protected  as  such  would  the  economic  costs  even 
begin  to  outweigh  the  benefits.   The  Walsh  study  shows  there  are  indeed 
considerable  economic  benefits  in  wilderness.   Each  acre  of  wilderness 
is  worth  about  S81  to  Colorado. 

My  own  interests  in  this  are  essentially  altruistic.   I  do  not  want  to 
"lock  up"  these  lands  for  my  own  pursuits.   It  is  only  the  exploitative, 
non-wilderness  alternatives  for  these  lands  which  lock  them  up,  usurping 
the  options  of  future  generations.   A  now-or-never  greed  occupies  the 
land  and  excludes  everything  else.   The  reason  we  still  have  as  many 
options  as  we  have  on  both  public  and  non-public  lands  is  that  no  one 
before  us  squandered  all  of  nature's  legacy.   When  you  leave  the  wild 
lands  as  you  inherited  them,  you  leave  all  the  options  for  those  who 
follow. 

The  enemies  of  wilderness  find  it  incredible  that  anyone  would  see  value 
in  something  that  does  not  immediately  create  wealth  or  confer  power. 
That  is  one  of  the  tragedies  of  our  age.   I,  and  most  of  the  people  I 
know,  in  various  walks  of  life,  feel  a  strong  need  to  know  that  there 
are  places  that  are  still  free,  are  still  right,   why  should  someone 
in  the  eastern  part  of  Colorado  care  for  lands  in  the  western  part? 
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Because  there  are  people  in  board  rooms  far  removed  from  this  state 
altogether  who  view  these  lands  and  see  only  prof it-and-loss  statements. 
Wilderness  belongs  to  us  all — and  to  the  future. 


Robert  E.  Schreiner, 
1440  E.  Quincy  Ave. 
Englewood ,  Colorado 


NVl,3<- 


I  am  not  a  hippy-dippy  member  of  a  radical  fringe  group  attempt- 
ing to  take  control  of  the  central  government.   I  have  been 
involved  in  the  real  estate  business  in  the  Denver  area  for  a 
fair  number  of  years  and  have  regularly  done  business  with 
people  whose  conservative  credentials  would  make  Ronald  Reagan 
look  like  a  flaming  liberal. 
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Benton  Land  and  Live  Stock  Comp. 


Jan  26,    1983 


Mr.   Alfred  W.    Wright,   Area  Manager 
Bureau  Of  Land  Management 
Glenwood   Resource  Area 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Dear  Mr.   Wright, 

Following  are  my  comments  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for 

the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area. 

It  is  evident  that  you  and  your  staff  have  worked  hard  to  make   this  document 
as  comprehensive  and  factual  as  possible  in  the  time  allowed.   Being  a  lifetime 
resident  of  this  area,   I  can  appreciate   your  efforts. 

In  regard  to  the  Castle  Peak  and  Bull  Gulch  wilderness  study  areas,   I   believe 
that  you  have  made  the  correct  decision  in  withdrawing  blfth  of  these  areas  from 
wilderness  consideration.  As  an  adjacent  landowner  as   well  as  a  livestock  grazing 
permittee,   it  is  my  opinion  that  wilderness  designation  for  either  Castle  Peak 
or  Bull  Gulch  would  causp  very  substantial  problems   in  grazing  management  for 
both  the  public  and  private  lands   in  the  area.   It  would  also  create  additional 
problems  for  the  adjacent  landowners   in  regard  to   trespass  and  related  "people 
problems".  Further,    it  would  abrogate  the  multiple  use  concept  of  Public  Lands 
which  has   worked  very  well  for  this  area. 

In  regard  to  grazing  allotment  units  8610,  8611,  8612  and  8613  and  the  pro- 
posed reductions  In  domestic  livestock  AUM's.   It  is  my  opinion  that  somehow 
greatly  inflated  numbers  for  big  game  forage  requirements  h*Ve  been  introduced 
into  this   part  of  the  study.  Following  are  my  computations  which  bring  me  to 
this  conclusion.  Using  the  factors  for  converting  cow  AUM's  to  elk  AUM's  of  2.6 
elk/cow  and  deer  of  9.5deer/cow  results   in  atotal  of  3708  elk  AUM's  and  1315^7 
deer  AUM's.   If  a  further  assumption  is  made  that  the  average  winter  period  re- 
quirement for  these  grazing  allotments   is   three  months,   then  there  would  be 
1236  elk  or  4515  deer  using  these  allotments  during  the  winter  period.  These 
grazing  allotments  are  a  portion  of  Division  of  Wildlfe  game  management  unit 
No.    26  which  encompasses  anareabounded  by  State  Highway  131  an   the  North  and 
East,  Derby  Creek  on  the  West  and  the  Colorado  River  on  the  South.  Obviously 
the  grazing  allotments  are  a  very  small  part  of  the  total  GMU  No.   26. Division 
of  Wildlife  estimates  £f  big  game  populations  on  a  five   year  average  of  the 
entire  unit  are  1398  elk  and  2983  deer.  Thus,   there  is  certainly  a  large  dis- 
crepancy between  big  game  forage  requirements   proposed  for  these  allotments 
and  total  numbers  estimated  by  the  Division  of  Wildlife.  To  my  knowledge  there 
have  not  been  any  range  utilization  transects  done  on  any  of  the  units;  however, 
even  a  casual  observation  indicates  an  improving  trend  in  forage  production 
over  the  past  ten  to  fifteen  years. 
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Another  consideration  Is  the  substantial  amount  of  private  land  In  GMU  No.  26 
and  whether  any  allowance  was  made  for  the  amount  forage  provided  on  private  lands 
for  the  big  game  herds.  Lastly,  cattle  are  accurately  tabulated  and  exact  use 
dates  are  established t  whereas,  tabulation  of  elk  and  deer  are  estimates  only 
and  the  exact  location  and  numbers  of  animals  cannotbe  established  by  current 
methods . 

My  last  comment  is   in  regard  to  the  transportation  management  section  pre- 
ferred alternative  page  3-^1  of  the  Map  Addendum.   The  Castle  Peak  area  appears 
to  have  a  very  extensive  system  of  BLU  maintained  roads.   I  question  whether  the 
BLM  has  the  funds  available  for  aqulring  rights  of  way,   building  and  maintaining 
this  road  system.  The  proposed  road  system  would  certainly  be  a  detriment  to  the 
landowners  and  penlttees   in  the  CP  area  due  to  the   increased  opportunities  for 
theft  and  vandalism  in  the  area.  Certainly  the  multiple  use  concept  Is  desirable 
and  adequate  access  should  be  a  goal.   It  seems   to  me  that  continuation  of  Current 
Management  page  3-38  should  be  the  preferred  alternative. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration. 


Sinoerely  yours,.  ._ 
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Thank    you    for   your   comments. 

Response    1 

The   Castle   Peak   WSA   was   determined    to    possess   wilderness 
characteristics   as   defined    In    the   BLM's  Wilderness    Inventory 
Handbook   during   the  wilderness    Inventory  completed    In    1980.      In 
the    scoping    process    for    this    FEIS,    It   was   determined    wilderness 
designation  would   not    significantly  affect   livestock  grazing. 
Under    the    BLM's  Wilderness  Management   Policy,    existing   grazing, 
Including   maintenance    of    existing   range    Improvements,    can 
continue.       In    addition,    the    allocation    of   AUMs    to    livestock   as 
established    In   the  RMP  would   not    be   affected. 


Response  2 


ry  to  Implement  the 


-  /  -'  £..  V-- 


John  T.  Benton 


The  acquisition  of  access  is  nee 

recommendations  proposed  for  this  area.   These  Include  fo 

lagement  ,  wild]  If 
fo 


__.—a.,_„.u .  ,  -J....!.,;  ma .  1,1  .-..-nil- 1 1 1  ,  a  iid  Increased  public  hcccbh 
for  recreational  purposes.   We  have  restricted  off-road  vehicle 
(ORV)  use  to  designated  roads  and  trails  and  feel  this  would 
help  contain  ORV  damage.   The  potential  exists  for  increased 
littering,  vandalism,  and  ORV  damage,  but  we  feel  this  would  be 
offset  by  the  benefits  derived  from  the  above  mentioned 
proposals . 

Map  3-37  (DEIS)  also  shows  the  Castle  Peak  area  as  providing 
primitive  motorized  recreational  opportunities.   ORV  use  in  the 
area  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  which 
would  provide  for  both  motorized  and  nonmotorized  recreational 
opportunities.   The  maps  referred  to  In  the  comment  identify 
roads  proposed  for  BLM  maintenance  or  the  general  location  of 
proposed  access  acquisitions.   The  road  on  the  eastern  boundary 
of  the  WSA  does  not  appear  on  Map  3-41  (DEIS)  because  the 
portion  of  the  road  north  of  Blue  Lake  was  not  proposed  for  BLM 
maintenance  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (DEIS). 


5-45 


28 


The  Colorado  River  ft  eagle  Company 

P  O   BOX  1100 
CAOLL  COLORADO  S10S. 

I  SOD   S2«  «371 


January  31,    19R3 


Mr.  David  A.  Jones 

District  Manager 

Grand  Junction  District  Office 

ol  Land  Management 
764  Horizon  Dl 
Grand  Junction,  00  81501 

Dear  Mr.  Jones: 

Wo  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Qwironmental   Impact  Statement  on  The 
■'  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan.     The  plan  may  have  substantial 

ind  owned  by  The  Colorado  River  fc  Eagle  Company  which  is 
located  adjacent  to  these  public  lands  under  planning  consideration.     Wo 
ra  wish  to  make  the  following  cemmonts. 

The  Castle  Peak  area  which  will  undoubtedly  most  affect  our  property  is 
not  designated  as  a  wilderness.     We  support  this  conclusion  and  agree  that 
it  does  not  meet  the  wilderness  criteria. 

We  arc  concerned  with  the  increase  in  road  construction  and  resulting 
uncontrolled  access.     The  area  appears  to  be  adequately  accessible  and 
controllable  at  tins  time.     Due  to  past  management  practice,  the  area  has 
been  properly  cared  for.     These  proposed  significant  changes  may  negatively 
affect  this  land.     Protecting  the  private  lands  from  trespass  and 
destructive  use  has  been  a  problem  in  the  past  and  it  appears  that  the 
proposed  increase  in  vehicular  traffic,  particulary  by  off-road  vehicles, 
will  likely  cause  heightened  problems  from  improper  use. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration 


President 


M  Wright 
Terrill  Knight 


RFSPONSF    TO  COKMTHTrR    2« 
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Aspen  Wiloera/ess  WWshop* 

cw^o^      o&pew.  Colorado  Slfcli 


February  1,  1983 


Rei  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  make 
comments  on  the  DEIS  for  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area's  Resource 
Management  Plan.   The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  is  composed  of  over 
100  members  who  live  in  or  near  the  Resource  Area.   We  endorse  the 
thorough,  balanced  planning  approach  taken  in  the  plan  and  hope  that 
more  resource  areas  will  be  able  to  follow  Glenwood 's  example.   We 
were  impressed  with  the  professionalism  shown  in  the  scoping  process 
but  find  this  document  somewhat  confusing.   Following  are  the  issues 
on  which  we  feel  qualified  to  comment.   We  regret  that  we  do  not  have 
the  expertise  to  adequately  critique  the  entire  document.   Please  add 
these  comments  to  the  official  record. 

wilderness  Recommendations 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  is  pleased  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  will  be  recommending  wilderness  designation  for  the  Eagle 
Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Area.   However,  this  is  the  only  aspect  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative's  wilderness  recommendations  that  we  do  agree 
with.  As  our  name  implies,  we  are  an  organization  of  people  who 
support  the  preservation  of  the  precious  little  wild  lands  left  in 
this  nation.   Colorado,  and  particularly  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area,  is  fortunate  to  be  the  site  of  a  good  portion  of  this  valuable 
resource.   We  are  very  disappointed  that  so  little  of  this  area's 
potential  wilderness  is  being  designated  for  permanent  protection. 

Regarding  the  assumptions  made  to  analyze  the  environmental  consequences  of 
the  wilderness  recommendations,  we  feel  that  application  of  the  economic 
values  of  wilderness  mentioned  in  the  1981  Colorado  State  University 
study  by  Walsh,  Giliman  &  Loomis  would  be  appropriate  to  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  in  this  Resource  Area.   We  also  agree  with  this  study  that 
nondesignation  of  any  wilderness  study  area  will  result  in  devaluation 
of  that  area  both  to  those  who  use  it  and  to  those  who  may  never  visit 
the  site.   The  non-market  values  of  preservation,  primitive  recreation, 
opportunity  for  solitude  and  nature  study,  wildlife  observation  and 
appreciation  of  scenic,  natural  beauty  are  valid  and  must  be  considered 
equally  with  market  values  such  as  gr»ilng.  timbering  and  mining. 

The  concept  of  multiple  use  implies  that  all  uses  be  considered  on  an 
equal  footing  in  reaching  a  decision  of  what  are  the  bast  uses.  Sometimes 
these  uses  are  mutually  exclusive,  such  as  the  use  of  land  for  timbering 
or  mining  versus  wilderness  or  recreation.   The  amount  of  land  available 
for  marketable  resources  is  extensive  compared  to  the  amount  of  land 
available  for  wilderness  in  our  public  lands.   This  is  especially 
pertinent  in  light  of  the  f-rt  th  =  »  u< 1 ,,      >        f»v.*.«j.j.» 

6      tne  1  ct  that  Wilderness  Study  Area  boundaries 
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Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

Response  1 

Use   of    the   Walsh   study  was   considered,    but    It   was   determined 
the   values   may   not    be   appropriate    for   analyzing    the    four  WSAs 
In    the    resource   area   becsuse    the  Walsh   study  was   not 
alte-apeclf Ic   and    because   of    the   abundance   of    wilderness    near 
the    resource   area   and    the    relatively   Bmall    acreage   of    the   WSAs 
'see    Chapter    1). 

Nondesignation   cannot    be   considered    to   cause   an 
acroaa-the-board   devaluation   of   an   area,    nor   doea    the   Walah 
study  attempt    to  make    that    claim.      Depending   on   the   preferencea 
of    Individuals,    either   nondeslgnst Ion   or  designation   could 
cause   enhancement   or  devaluation   of   an  area. 
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were  originally  drawn  to  leave  out  the  richest  mineral  areas.   The 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  contains  approximately  1.280.000  acres 
of  puolic.  state  and  private  land  (p.  61,  DEIS).  W,    or  566.000  acres 
(r,   i   DEIS)   is  public  land  managed  by  the  BLM.   Inventory  has  found 
that  onlv  ■>*  of  this  land  has  the  characteristics  to  qualify  as  wilderness. 
This  is  onlv  2*  of  the  entire  Resource  Area.   If  the  Preferred  Alternative's 
recommendations  are  enacted,  the  wilderness  values  will  be  lost  on  all 
hut   01*  of  the  area.   We  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  the  American 
nubile  cannot  produce  the  minerals  and  timber  that  it  needs  from  our 
region  on  the  remaining  98*  of  this  land. 

The  Asben  Wilderness  Workshop  does  not  believe  the  values  of  the  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  can  be  adequately  protected  without  wilderness  design;  tion. 
The  Preferred  Alternative  assigns  semi-primitive ,  non-motorized 
recreation  management  objectives  to  some  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Area 
acreage.   This  adminis trative  protection  is  too  vulnerable  to  subjective 
interpretation.   Any  change  of  administrators  could  result  in  a  change 
if  interpretation  of  the  objectives.    Important   decisions  could  be 
made  affecting  these  regions  without  any  opportunity  for  public  comment. 
Under  this  arrangement,  some  of  the  areas  would  still  be  available 
for  mineral  exploration,  with  the  possibility  that  claims  would  be  made 
lZ   ownership  transferred  to  private  hands.  .This  would  chop  up  the 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  and  create   the  possibility  of  roads  and  other 
"improvements"  that  would  ruin  their  character.   Again,  the  amount  of 
acreage  exhibiting  wilderness  characteristics  in  this  Resource  Area  is 
such  a  small  part  of  the  whole  that  we  cannot  understand  denial  of 
complete  wilderness  designation. 
Hack  Lake  WSA 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  would  like  to  see  the  entire  Hack  Lake  WSA 
recommended  as  wilderness.   It  is  inappropriate  to  use  topog raph "al 
features  as  wilderness  boundaries  when  land  on  both  sides  of  the  feature 
fs  suitable  to  be  within  the  boundaries.   The  Hack  Lake  area,  with  its 
diversewildlife  and  vegetation,  virgin  forests,  varied  topography  and 
opportunities  for  recreation  and  solitude,  is  entirely  worthy  of 
wilderness  designation.   The  BLM  document  states  that  the  Forest  Service 
had  oppotunities  to  designate  similar  areas  as  wilderness  but  did  not 
do  so.   We  contend  this  is  all  the  more  reason  for  the  BLM  to  do  so  now, 
especially  considering  the  diversity  that  wilderness  below  the  rim 
would  add  to  the  System.   Because  of  its  proximity  to  the  Flattops 
Wilderness,  the  Hack  Lake  Wilderness  would  be  a  compliment  to  and 
would  be  complimented  by  the  existing  wilderness.   We  would  recommend 
transferring  management  of  the  entire  area  to  the  Forest  Service  so  the 
two  areas  could  be  managed  in  conjunction.   The  good  access  to  the 
Hack  Lake  area  would  facilitate  use  and  management  of  the  conjoined 
wilderness  areas. 

Wilderness  designation  for  Hack  Lake  would .£»*«*  "^"^^^ 

„,„,,.„  f„r    thi<;  reeion.   All  evidence  points  to  a  total  lac*  o± 
Economic  mineral  deposit;.   The  lake  is  the  habitat  for  a  Colorado 
economic  »u«'"  „„„;„<-   The  lower  elevations  of  the  area  are 
thr„?tant  wilSlifePwinter  range!  Hack  Lake  Wilderness  Study  Area 

sZ£*&3^i  sszr&  ass  z- 
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is  likely  that  there  would  be  other  important  cultural  resources  in 
the  vicinity  of  this  important  route,  supporting  our  belief  that  it  is 
important  to  close  the  area  to  motorized  recreation. 

The  Hack  Lake  Wilderness  Study  Area  has  an  existing  high  natural  quality. 
Evidence  of  human  disturbance  within  the  area  is  minimal  and  inconspicuous. 
Existing  access  to  the  area  is  good,  facilitating  manageability  and 
oublic  use.   Wilderness  designation  would  assure  permanent  recreation 
revenue  to  the  local  economy.   While  timbering  would  perhaps  bring  in 
larger  sums  initially,  this  would  be  short-term  and  the  damage  to 
the  vegetation  and  wildlife  of  the  area  would  be  irrevocable. 

In  sum,  we  recommend  that  the  BLM  reconsider  and  grant  wilderness 
designation  to  the  entire  Hack  Lake  Wilderness  Study  Area.   Because 
it  is  a  unique  pocket  of  the  Resource  Area,  small  m  size  but  next 
to  the  existing  wilderness  and  a  beautiful,  diverse  natural  area, 
we  feel  there  is  no  good  reason  not  to  recommend  it  for  wilderness. 

Bull  Gulch  WSA 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  supports  wilderness  designation  for  the 
entire  Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area.   This  area  has  a  very  high 
quality  of  naturalness  and  a  unique  primeval  character.   There  are 
few  traces  of  man  and  most  of  these  are  well-screened  and  would  re- 
vegetate  on  their  own  once  they  were  protected  as  wilderness.   The 
Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area  is  another  opportunity  to  protect 
a  special  place  for  semi-primitive,  non-motorized  recreation.   We 
agree  with  the  comment  already  submitted  stating  that  wilderness 
obsignation  would  allow  or  enhance  more  resources  than,  it  would  restrict, 
(p.  68,  Technical  Supplement) . 

The  Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  would  be  an  important  asset  to  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  as  a  whole  and  to  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  specifically.   While  it  may  be  true  that  other  Wilderness 
itudy  Area's  in  the  West  also  offer  the  pinyon- jumper  woodland 
vegetation  type,  their  status  is  uncertain  and  the  future  of  Bull 
Gulch  should  not  be  denied  beacuse  of  these  other  possibilities. 
Bull  Gulch  offers  much,  much  more  than  just  pinyon- juniper.   Within 
its  15  000  acres  are  also  found  every  ecosystem  from  riparian  to 
aspen  forest  to  spruce  -fir  and  ponderosa  pine  forest.   The  unique 
opportunity  of  finding  all  these  ecosystems  in  such  close  proximity, 
especially  in  an  area  undisturbed  by  man,  makes  Bull  Gulch  special 
and  worthy  of  wilderness  designation.   Very  little  of  the  Pinyo"; 
juniper  ecosystem  is  found  in  existing  wilderness  areas  so  Bull  Gulch 
would  compliment  the  entire  Preservation  System. 

There  is  no  evidence  to  indicate  that  marketable  quantities  of  any 
minerals  exist  within  the  Bull  Gulch  boundaries;  the  terrain  of  .»st 
the  area  is  not  conducive  to  mineral  exploration  or  development  without 
considerable  expense  and  environmental  damage;  the  amount  of  land  to 
be  set  aside  for  the  Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Area  is  insignificant  when 
compared  to  the  millions  of  acres  of  land  without  wilderness  P°^^ 
that  still  have  not  been  explored  for  mineral  deposits i.   Yet,  in  spite 
of  these  valid  arguments,  without  wilderness  designation ,B  U 
has  no  guaranteed  protection  from  future  mineral  development. 
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We  do  nd  ', 

detraction  88  values   or  Bull  Gulch.      W,  a   It 

Ue  Bull  Gulch  and  Hack  Lake   be  desig- 
nated as   wilderness   because  of   their  proximity   to  population  centers 
and   their  easy  ac,  publican  opportunil 

easily  enjoy   the  "wildcrnesB  experience". 

Castle  Peak  W5A 

Ln  the   local  economy  whereas   recreation 

Ti5  llrfai  5ls  rear  role.      The   BLM  and  othei  ted 

Sat   this  r,  "r^le 

that   this  it-  preference  of  people 

n^"!»nf  to  Vt  outdoors    (p .22,    Technical  Supplement).      Furthermore, 
^dittonal   rlads  wou:  dditional  management   to  make  sure 
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gefstrand  d  miles   from  anywhere.6  Then   there  are   serious,    life-threatening 
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llTc   the  Expense,    hassle :    and  environmental  damage  created  in  trying  to 
dig  ou^Vchicles:      A  question  of  liability  for  these  substantial  expenses 
also  exists.      The  game    they  are  after  also  stands   to  lose   from   the 
instant  stress  associated  with   the  building  and  use  of  these  roads   for 
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^rest  TUl  "&??  Vhif       rnKcluVeThrCa^?  5pfa,e5if  rne8B 
S"tudy  Area  so   Castle   Peak   or      d  bo   left  as   wilderness  without  affecting 
the   timber  Industry. 


Response    ? 
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Water  quality  problems  already  exist  in  the  Eagle  River,   The  DEIS 
indicates  areas  for  water  quality  management  to  counteract  these  problems. 
One  of  these  areas  for  management  surrounds  the  part  of  the  Castle  Peak 
Wilderness  ^tudy  Area  that  is  targeted  for  timbering.   The  DEIS  admits 
that  this  timbering  would  significantly  increase  erosion  on  the  streams 
that  empty  into  the  Eagle  River  (p.  78, Technical  Supplement).   Therefore, 
it  seems  to  us  that  the  BLM  is  creating  an  illogical  situation  for 
itself  by  identifying  one  part  of  a  watershed  for  water  quality  management 
while  opening  up  contiguous  acreage  for  increased  sedimentation.   The 
DEIS  states  that  this  increase  in  erosion  would  not  be  noticeable  after 
3-5  years  following  cutting  (p.  78).   However,  the  document  also  indicates 
the  intention  to  allow  ^69,000  board  feet  to  be  cut  annually  (p.  79), 
Since  56,300,000  board  feet  have  been  designated  for  cutting,  this  erosion 
could  go  on  for  125  years.   This  is  not  a  short-term  problem.   The 
Technical  Supplement  also  states  that  "alternative  supplies  of  timber 
exist  within  and  near  the  resource  area"  (p.  82.) 

Even  though  streams  of  the  Castle  Peak  Wilderness  Study  area  may  n** 
currently  be  popular  for  fishing,  Eagle  River  is.   Timbering  would 
ruin  any  fisheries  potential  within  the  area  and  would  seriously 
jeopardize  existing  fishing  along  the  Eagle. 

We  adamantly  oppose  opening  up  this  potential  wilderness  area  to  this 
kind  of  destruction. 

Wilderness  designation  for  Castle  Peak  Wilderness  Study  Area  would  protect 
valuable  riparian  ecosystems.   Only  \%   of  the  Resource  Area  is  riparian 
yet  75£  of  the  wildlife  species  use  it  at  some  time  in  their  lives. 
Most  of  this  1£  is  privately  ownedi  therefore,  we  feel  it  is  extremely 
important  to  protect  this  precious  ecosystem  wherever  it  is  found  in 
a  potential  wilderness  area.   Protecting  this  ecosystem  will  also 
increase  waterfowl  hunting  opportunities  in  the  Castle  Peak  Wilder. .uss. 

In  response  to  comments  regarding  aircraft  noise,  we  would  point  out 
that  only  in  the  northern  or  southern  extremes  of  this  globe  is  it  possible 
to  get  away  from  the  noise  of  airplanes.   They  are  everywhere,  this  is 
a  fact  of  modern  life.   Now  that  Rocky  Mountain  Airways  has  its  own 
airport  in  Avon,  there  are  no  more  scheduled  flights  into  the  Eagle 
Airport.   As  it  is  the  general  aviation  field  serving  Vail  and  as 
Vall's  main  season  is  December  through  March,  this  is  when  Eagle 
experiences  the  most  air  traffic.   The  fact  that  most  people  visit 
wilderness  during  warmer  weather  reduces  the  impact  of  air  traffice 
on  the  wilderness  visitor.   Also,  summer  air  traffic  is  less  likely 
to  include  the  loud  jets  which  would  be  most  noticeable  from  the  Castle 
Peak  Wilderness.   When  Castle  Peak  is  made  a  wilderness  area,  it  will 
be  indicated  on  aircraft  charts  and  pilots  would  be  required  to  avoid 
It  or  fly  over  it  at  no  less  than  2,000  feet  above  the  ground. 

In  sum,  we  object  to  the  non-wilderness  designation  of  the  Castle  Peak 
wilderness  Study  Area.   We  feel  there  are  adequate  opportunities  for 
timbering  and  motorized  recreation  to  be  found  elsewhere  ln  the 
Resource  Area.   We  cannot  support  the  reasoning  that  tlmberinp  is 
necessary  to  avoid  forest  fires.   Fires  are  nature's  way  of  doing 
things  and  wild  areas  like  Castle  Peak  should  be  left  to  nature. 
Besides,  this  "elective  surgery"  type  of  approach  exhibits  an  anti- 
wilderness  bias  that  is  objectionable  and  innappropriate  for  the  BLM. 
The  Castle  Peak  nilderness  Study  Area  has  all  the  natural  qualities 
that  merit  its  designation  -ts  wilderness. 


Response  3 

The  great  majority  of  the  merchantable  timber  on  Castle  Peak  lies  In  the  drainages 
of  Castle,  Norman,  and  Catamount  Creeks.   These  creeks  are  tributary  to  the  Colorado 
River,  not  the  Fagle  River.   The  erosion  hazard  of  soils  In  sites  suitable  for 
timber  harvest  ranges  from  low  to  moderate.  The  analysis  In  this  FF.IS  indicates 
that  significant  impacts  to  water  quality  from  sedimentation  would  not  occur  under 
the  Proposed  Action,  even  when  the  cumulative  impacts  are  considered. 

Most  of  the  streams  draining  the  potentially  harvestable  limber  on  Castle  Peak 
drain  into  the  Colorado  River,  not  the  Eagle  River.   The  majority  of  the  harvestable 
timber  occurs  on  sites  of  low  to  moderate  erosion  hazard:  consequently,  minimal 
Impacts  to  water  quality  would  occur,  particularly  with  the  inclusion  of  the 
required  management  stipulations  listed  in  Appendix  2.   Therefore,  no  significant 
impact  to  either  the  Fagle  or  Colorado  Rivers  or  their  tributaries  would  occur. 
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The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  cares  about  wilderness  lands.   We  want 
to  see  the  few  remaining  wild  lands  protected  for  ourselves,  our  children, 
and  many  generations  to  come.   Unfortunately,  unless  groups  like  ours 
ob;; -set,  the  present  trend  is  to  think  only  about  today  and  allow  short- 
sighted development  to  ruin  the  original,  natural  character  of  these 
lands.   We  must  not  let  this  happen.   "Wilderness"  is  not  a  term  that 
applies  only  to  the  spectacular  peaks  and  ridges.   It  also  applies  to 
the  "non-sexy"  areas  like  Bull  Gulch,  Hack  Lake  and  Castle  Peak. 
There  is  no  opposition  to  wilderness  designation  of  these  areas  $*-~ 
local  governments  or  residents.   People  today  want  more  opportunities 
to  get  out  in  the  backcountry  and  learn  about  nature's  ways  away  from 
cars ,  developments  and  each  other.   These  three  wilderness  areas  are 
needed  to  increase  the  variety  of  options  for  this  experience.   They 
are  all  easy  to  get  to  so  more  people  will  be  able  to  enjoy  them. 
Their  protection  as  wilderness  will  have  value  even  to  those  not 
fortunate  enough  to  set  foot  in  them.   Granting  wilderness  protections 
to  all  four  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  will  reduce  the  land  available 
to  mineral  location  and  oil  and  gas  leasing  by  3%  and  5%   respectively 
(p.  22).   It  will  only  deny  timbering  on  ?$>   of  the  land  (p.  21). 
By  the  BLM's  own  admission,  these  percentages  are  insignificant  amounts 
of  the  whole  (p.  9^i  p.  161).   Any  of  the  other  management  suggestions 
are  not  adequate  and  will  be  no  more  practical  or  workable  than  wilderness. 
The  BLM  has  been  drected  by  Congress  to  protect  this  valuable  American 
resource.  This  necessitates  wilderness  designation  for  the  four  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  in  this  Resource  Area.. 


Page  7  29 

Comments  on  Glenwood  Springs  ^™  ^^ 

Resource  Management  Plan 

Visual  Resource  Management 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  disagrees  tith  the  Proposed  Alternative's 
recommendations  for  Visual  Resource  Management.   We  feel  the  recommendations 
contained  in  the  Resource  Protection  Alternative  are  necessary  protections. 

It  is  important  that  Class  I,  not  simply  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern,  protections  be  established  and  enforced  for  Bull  Gulch,  Deep 
Creek  and  Thompson  Creek.   Thompson  Creek  needs  to  be  included  on  this 
list  because  it  is  an  important  recreationarea.   It  is  close  topopulation 
centers  and  is  constantly  used  by  locals  and  visitors  alike  in  all 
seasons  of  the  year.   Its  unique  character  and  physiographic  and  scenic 
features  are  recognized  by  the  BLM  (p.  36,  p.  81  of  DEIS)  and  we  would 
like  to  see  it  protected.   ACEC  designation  is  not  enough  protection 
for  these  areas.   Class  II  designation  provides  for  "retention  of  overall 
landscape  character"  (p.  ?5^) •   This  phrase  is  too  open  to  interpretation 
and  we  support  Class  I  Proeections  for  these  three  areas. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  Prosposed  Alternative's  proposal  to  change 
^5i3?2  (p.  1?8)  acres  from  VRM  Class  II  protections  to  Class  III  to 
allow  for  timber  cutting.   The  need  for  expanded  timber  sales  is  not 
demonstrated  (p.  30)  and  it  is  a  known  fact  that  timber  sales  in  this 
region  are  a  losing  proposition.   The  visual  resources  of  Colorado  are 
an  important  economic  asset  and  should  not  becompromised.   This  is 
especially  the  case  along  1-70  and  Highway  131  where  the  BLM's  proposed 
changes  are  inconsistent^with  the  Eagle  County  Master,  Plan.   The 

BLM  recogniz.es  these  areas  as  visually  sensitive  (p.  81-82).   The 
Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  is  even  identified  by  the  BLM  as  qualifying 
for  ACEC  designation  (p.  81).   We  disagree  with  reclassifying  this 
important  winter  range  and  watershed  area  to  Class  III.   We  recognize 
this  possibly  presents  an  additional  obstacle  to  oil  shale  development 
but,  until  such  development  becomes  more  efficient,  more  environmentally 
compatible  and  more  economically  feasible,  we  support  strong  restrictions 
to  protect  the  visual  resources  of  the  area.   The  BLM  document  admits 
Class  III  areas  could  be  further  degraded  in  the  future.   While  it  is 
true  that  much  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  is  outside  of  "major" 
view  areas,  these  other  factors  must  be  considered,  too. 

We  are  also  opposed  to  changing  the  1,365  Class  III  acres  to  Class  IV 
designation  because  of  development  on  private  land.   This  would  be  seeking 
the  lowePt  common  denominator  whereas  the  BLM  should  continue  to  preserve 
the  natural  landscape  character  that  still  exists  in  these  areas. 
Existing  developments  on  private  lands  should  be  encouraged  to  revegetate 
and  future  develomments  should  be  required  to  do  so,  through  federal 
state  or  local  permits.   The  BLM  should  set  the  example,  not  follow  it. 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  recommends  adoption  of  the  Resource 
Protection  Alternative  recommendations  concerning  Visual  Resource 
Management.   Perhaps  local  volunteers  such  as  the  Sierra  Club,  soout 
troops,  service  clubs  or  the  Audubon  Society  could  be  called  upon  to 
help  with  revegetation  projects. 
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The  Aopen  Wilderness   Workshop   In   dlstrooBod   to  see    that   the   BIX  rntee 
livestock  over  wildlife.     Sou   of  our  uabtn  are   ranchers  and.    u   a 
group,   wo   certainly  recognlte    the   Importance  of  ranching  to   the   region's 
economy  .      However,    the  Preferred    Alternative   would   result   In   a  net 
decreaae  of  big  game  and  other  wildlife  population!,    thua  resulting  In 
decreased  natural  diversity  and  decreased  revenue   from  hunting.      We 
oppose    the   suggested   extensive    vegetative   manipulations    that   would 
result  In   this  decrease,    especially  sines  this  would    requlro   perpetual 
care.      We    oppose   disposal   of   Dig  gams   migration  ro.tee   and   winter   range 
lands,    unless   this   Is  done   In  exchange   for  Blmilar  habitat.      Mere  we 
refer  specifically   to   the  6,000  or  so  acrss  in   ths  Roaring  fork  Capability 
Unit  slatsd   for  disposal. 

■ .    Im 

How  has  the  BLM  cons  up  with  Its  tlmbsr  and  fuelwood  demand  figures? 
without  this  information,  it  Is  hard  to  know  whether  to  accept  theas 
numbsrs.   Things  ars  especially  confusing  bscauss  the  DEIS  states  that 
four  diffsrent  numbsrs  will  each  "meat  the  demand  for  wood  products 
for  the  next  ten  years"  (p.  99,122.171,  W) .   Do  these  demand  figures 
reflect  the  rocent  drop  in  housing,  local  population  expectation*  and 
the  economy  as  a  whole?  Are  they  based  on  traditional  markets  Buch  as 
farmers  and  ranchers  or  on  potential  new  markets?  Are  BLM  demand 
figures  coordinated  with  the  Forest  Service,  which  is  also  in  the 
throes  of  planning  to  moot  unknown  future  wood  products  needs?   Unless 
this  is  done,  the  market,  which  1b  already  weak,  could  be  flooded  with 
wood.   Shouldn't  the  sights  be  set  beyond  ten  years?  How  much  timber 
will  be  available  then?  Where  will  it  be? 

We  abhor  the  notion  of  timbering  on  slopes  greater  than  40Jt.   Erosion 
greatly  Increases  on  these  steeper  slopes.   Demonstrated  demand  for 
timber  Is  not  so  great  that  this  even  needs  to  be  considered.   This 
objection  also  applies  to  mineral  exploration. 

On  page  171  or  the  UEIS,  it  statesi  "By  intensivsly  managing  forest 
lands,  productivity  and  revenues  would  increase."   We  were  not  aware 
that  it  was  the  BLM'b  responsibility  to  increase  productivity  and 
revenues.   Rather,  Congress  has  charged  the  BLU  with  managing  all 
the  resources  of  an  area.   As  the  highest  demand  figures  would  only 
bring  In  $81,000  in  federal  revenues  (p.  IT*),    Why  sacrifice  our 
precious  wilderness  heritage  for  such  a  small  profit? 

We  would  prefer  to  see  timbering  kept  out  of  elk  calving  aras  at 
all  tines,  not  just  for  six  weeks  in  the  spring.   Elk  are  very  sensitive 
to  human  intrusion,  and  do  not  take  up  that  much  of  the  land.   This  is 
especially  true  since  summer  range  is  becoming  increasingly  critical 
for  local  elk  herds. 

Recreation 

A^ain,  we  question  the  basis  of  the  BLh.'s   demand  figures,  especially  in 
light  of  the  significant  amount  of  acreage  recommended  for  semi-primitive, 
motorited  use.   The  BLM  indicates  high  user  preference  for  non-motor'ted 
recreation  (p.  22,  technical  Supp. i  p.  75,  DEIS).   We  contest  the  state- 
ment that  the  effects  of  vegetative  manipulations  and  timber  harvesting 
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would  be  low  on  non-motorized  recreation  (p.  173,  DEIS)  because  this 
would  result  in  a  loss  of  over  half  of  the  acreage  now  available  for 
this  ROS  setting.   Opening  these  lands  to  motorized  recreation  is  asking 
for  additional  management  problems  such  as  litter,  dust,  off-r^ad 
driving  and  stranded  people  and  vehicles. 


As  stated  earlier,  we  do  not  have  the  expertise  to  comment  on  as  many 
of  the  issues  raised  as  we  would  like  to.   So,  just  because  we  have 
not  discussed  a  particular  aspect  of  the  document  does  not  mean  we 
necessarily  agree  with  it. 

These  opinions  are  those  of  the  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop.   They  have 
been  put  together  by  members  of  our  group.   Any  resemblance  they  may 
have  to  those  made  by  other  groups  or  individuals  is  purely  coincidence 
and  indicates  the  breadth  of  the  support,  for  these  views. 

It  has  been  particularly  frustrating  while  working  on  these  comments 
to  hear  rumors  of  the  impending  split-up  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  BLM 
Office.   The  RMP  process  is  a  good  planning  method.   It  will  be  an 
insult  to  the  residents  of  this  district  and  of  the  entire  nation 
if  it  all  becomes  an  expensive,  time-consuming,  useless  exercise 
because  the  district  is  broken  up  to  facilitate  oil  shale  development 
and  there  are  no   funds  left  to  manage  and  protect  the  other  natural 
resources  of  this  area  as  called  for  in  the  RMP. 

We  object  to  the  way  this  draft  document  emphasizes  commodity  outputs. 
We  hope  that  the  final  RMP  will  shift  this  perspective  to  protection 
of  the  natural  resources  of  clean  air  and  water,  natural  wildlife 
habitat  and  forage,  and  primitive  recreation  and  wilderness. 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  have  our  opinions  made  a 
part  of  the  public  record. 
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2  Feb  83 
£agle,  Colorado 

Alfred  Wright,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 


Dear  Mr.  Wright i 

I   submitt   the   following/comments   and   observations   for  your 
consideration   in  preperation  of  the  FEIS    of   the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Management   Plan.      I   am  a  resident   of  Eagle   and    own 
property   on   the   Colorado  River   at   the  mouth   of  Sheep  Gulch. 

I   support    Wilderness   designation   for  all  the   lands  within 
the   WSA   boundries   for  Bull  Gulch,    Hack  Lake,    Castle   peak  and 
Eagle  Mountain.      Inclusion   of  these   lands    in   the    Wilderness 
Preservation  System   is   a  minimal    commitment   by   this  Resource 
Area. 

Recreation  use   estimates   for  the  Hack   Lake  WSA   appear   to   be 
severely   underestimated.      Use   of  the  Ute  Trail   through   the 
WSA   varies  greatly  during  the  year   but   appears   heaviest   during 
hunting   season.      Large  numbers   of  hunters   camp   in  the  Big  Springs 
region   of  the   White  River  National  Forest   and  many  will   day   hunt 
far   into   the   WSA.      Others   drop  into   the   area   from   the   "W"   Mountain 
Trail.      Early   summer   use    is   not   nearly  as   heavy   but   I   believe 
total   numbers   would  be  greater   than  those   represented   on  page    22 
of  the   Wilderness   Study  Analysis. 

That   section  of  the  Ute  Trail   in  the  WSA   is  a   cultural  resource 
which   can  be   afforded    just   protection  only  through  designation 
as   a  Wilderness  Area.      Preservation  offers   an  opportunity  to 


HFSPONSE   TO   COMMFNTE?    30 
Thank   you    for  your  comments. 
Response   1 

As   stated    in    the    technical    supplement    to    the  DEIS,    no  complete 
recreation  use   data    for    the    original    3,360-acre  WSA  was 
available,   and    the  numbers   reflect    the  best   estimates    that 
could    be  made   with    the    Information   available.      No    recreation 
use   data    Is   available    for  the   10  acres   analyzed    in    this  FFIS 
but    visitor   use    Is   estimated    to    be   negligible. 
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honor  the  precursors  of  today's  Wilderness  travelers. 

Those  unrecorded  generations  of  Utes  left  an  area  untrammeled 
and  clearly  dominated  by  the  forces  of  nature.  They  came  as 
seasonal  visitors  living  in  ecological  harmony  and  leaving 
a  trail  of  grace. 

The  existance  of  the  Ute  Trail  in  this  WSA,  if  there  were  no 
other  reasons,  begs  inclusion  in  the  wilderness  preservation 
System.  The  trail  easily  affords  the  ecological,  scientific, 
educational  and  historic  values  demanded  in  the  wilderness 
Act  of  1964.  The  harmony  with  which  this  trail  and  its  heritage 
embrace  the  land  is  a  clear  call  for  protection. 

Once  designated  wilderness  the  area  should  be  attached  to  the 
Flat  Tops  Wilderness  and  the  two  parcels  administered  as  a 
single  unit. 

Designation  of  Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  peak  as  wilderness  could 
be  beneficial  in  mitigating  the  population  and  visitor  growth 
created  by  ski  area  expansions  in  Eagle  County.  The  DEIS  fails 
to  assess  future  demands  for  wilderness  use  by  either  local  or 
visitor  populations.   Certainly,  neither  the  BLM,  nor  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  could  pretend  to  assess  visitor  use  or  trends 
independant  of  each  other. 

With  proper  projections,  the  criteria  used  in  "Wilderness 
Hesource  Economicsi  Recreation  Use  and  Preservation  Values" 
(Walsh,  et  al,  1981)  could  be  applied  to  arrive  at  at  a  cost/ 


Respo 


Demand  projections  were  Included  In  the  supporting 
documentation  for  the  DEIS.   These  projections  estimate  the 
carrying  capacity  of  existing  wildernesses  In  the  state  will  he 
reached  between  the  years  2000  and  2010.   The  II.  S.  Forest 
Service  estimates  the  carrying  capacity  on  seven  wildernesses 
on  the  White  River  National  Forest  will  he  reached  about  the 
year  2000  (Final  Fnvl ronmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  White 
River  National  ForeBt  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan). 
However,  estimates  Indicate  wilderness  recreation  use  of  the 
four  WSAs,  If  all  were  designated,  would  be  less  than  one 
percent  of  the  total  use  In  the  local  region.   Thus,  neither 
designation  nor  nondeslgnat Ion  would  have  a  algnlflcant  effect 
on  future  wilderness  demand. 


geapc 
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Use  of    the  Walsh   study  was  considered,    but    It    was  determined 
the    values  may  not    be   appropriate    for  analyzing    rhe    four  USAa 
In    the    resource   area   because    the  Walsh    Btudy  was  not 
site-specific    and    because   of    the    abundance   of   wilderness    near 
the    resource  area  and    the   relatively  small    acreage  of    the  WSAs 
(see    Chapter    1 ). 

Nondeslgnatlon  cannot    be   considered    to  cause  an 
across-the-board   devaluation   of  an   area,    nor  does    the  Walsh 
study  attempt    to  make    that    claim.      Depending  on    the    preferences 
of    Individuals,    either   nondeslgnatlon   or  designation   could 
cause   enhancement   or  devaluation  of  an  area. 
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I  benefit  analysis. 

I  find  the  timber  economics  In  the  DEIS  highly  suspect.  National 
Forest  lands  In  and  near  the  Clenwood  Springs  Hesource  Area 
appear  to  be  producing  a  surplus  of  saw  timber,   ihe  loss  of 
the  sawmill  at  Eagle  has  created  additional  slack  In  the  demand. 

Further,  I  could  not  find  a  comprehensive  cost/benefit  analysis 
for  development  of  the  timber  resource,  specifically  at  Castle 
Peak  and  Bull  Gulch.   All  management  outlays  Including  road 
construction,  sale  preparation,  sale  closing,  clean-up  and 
reforestation  must  be  Included  In  the  cost  llrnres. 

"hen  total  costs  are  compared  with  the  revenue  from  any  timber 
sale  then  a  rational  analysis  can  be  made.   Certainly  current 
market  conditions  would  not  Justify  a  sale  at  either  location. 

Even  with  a  marked  advance  in  the  markeVvalue  of  the  timber 
on  Castle  Pealc  will  probably  remain  marginal  at  best.   A  large 
part  o£the  volume  consists  of  beattle  kill  spruce  for  which 
there  is  no  hard  market.   The  Forest  Service  has  been  unable 
to  clear  its  inventory  of  dead  timber  since  the  bug  moved  through 
the  area  some  **0  years  ago. 

The  problem  is  now  compounded  with  a  majovinfestation  of 

pines  in  the  surrounding  forests.   This  new  bug  kill  will 

add  even  more  dead  timber  to  the  standing  and  unused  inventory. 


Rcaponaa  4 

The   FP1S  doea   not    directly   analyre    the   eronr.p' 
heneflta    of    Individual     project*.       Btictl    an    analyata    would    be 
Included    In    activity    plana,    project    plana,    and    the    aaaortared 
environmental    aaaeaaaenta   when    they   are    prepared. 

The    local    demand    for   dead,    standing    aawtlaber    ta    Increasing. 

Local    nllla    are    favoring    the    dead    timber    reaourrr    ovr-r 

wood   due   to    Ita  dryneae  and    lighter   hauling.      The   dead    apruce 

aawtfnber   on   Taatle    Peak    would   be   a    viable    product    undi 

preacnt    market    aftuatlon.       In    addition,    the    depreaaed    market 

than   now  exists    U   not   a    reason    to    forego    foreat    Mnag) 

which    coult)    guarantee    a    foreat    product*    aupply    In    the    future. 

Woodland  products  are  presently  In  demand,  particularly  in  the 
Fa^le-Vail  area  where  a  commercial  retail  price  of  tH5  for  a 
cord   of    plnyon    la    not    uncommon. 
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Development  of  logging  roads  on  Castle  Peak  will  be  a  major 
expense,  both  in  terms  of  dollars  and  environmental  impact, 
with  little  foreseeable  return.   The  Forest  Service  released 
Castle  Peak  to  the  BLM  due,  in  part,  to  its  remoteness. 
BUI  appeared  to  close  the  Castle  Peak  development  option 
when  it  failed  to  protest  the  closing  of  the  Burns  Road. 

Several  other  economic  analysis  in  the  RMP  appear  weak  or 
missing.   It  seems  reasonalbe  under  N£PA  to  request  a 
comprehensive  economic  analysis  of  any  commidity  sales 
by  BLM.   At  a  minimum  this  would  include  mineral  sales 
(sand,  gravel,  fill,  etc.),  firewood  sales  and  land  sales. 
All  may  have  a  significant  impact  on  local  economies. 

For  example,  if  BLM  reassessed  its  firewood  sales  policy, 
it  might  find  that  it  has  elminiated  any  Pinion-Juniper  market 
in  the  private  sector.   If  the  private  market  could  be  developed 
then  large  scale  vegetation  manipulations  would  occurr  on 
private  lands  with  an  increased  cash  flow  and  animal  carrying 
capacity  resulting.   The  need  for  duplicate  expendiatures  on 
public  lands  would  then  be  greatly  reduced  or  elminated. 

i 
A  similiar  scenario  can  be  constructed  for  saleable  minerals. 
With  such  analysis,  under  N£PA  socio-economic  impacts  may  be 
great  enough  to  force  mitigation. 

Large  scale  land  sales  may  also  generate  negative  socio-economic 
effects.   Additionally,  it  appears  they  will  have  a  significant 
impact  on  wildlife  populations  within  the  Resource  Area.   Kuch 
of  the  land  targeted  for  sale  appears  to  lie  in  big  game  winter 
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A  brush  which  paints  out  all  parcels  of  100  acres  or  less 
covers  too  wide  a  stroke.   A  more  subtle  approach  is  needed. 
Although  isolated  plots  of  less  than  100  acres  may  have  little 
individual  impact  the  total  effect  is  substantial.   It  sollows 
then  that  all  small  parcels  should  not  be  judged  on  a  single 
criteria. 

A  21%   reduction  in  big  game  herds  will  have  an  immediate  and 
significant  impact  on  the  local  economy.   More  importantly 
wildlife  must  be  considered  a  national  resource  with  benefits 
ac curing  to  the  broadest  base  of  citizens  through  existance 
and  bequest  values.   RD assessment  of  this  impact  must  entail 
reductions  in  the  planned  increases  on  grazing  allottments. 

A  21%   reduction  of  big  game  herds  in  this  Resource  Area  is 
totally  unacceptable, 

I  also  oppose  the  sale  of  any  resource  lands  along  the  Eagle 
River.   Public  access  is  a  problem  along  much  of  the  river  and 
with  increased  development  the  problem  will  probably  become 
worse  in  the  future.   Any  acreage  which  allows  continued  public 
access  to  the  river  must  be  retained  in  public  ownership. 
Although  the  problem  along  the  Colorado  River  does  not  appear 
as  critical,  care  must  be  taken  to  provide  contiued  public 
access  and  boat  landing  sites. 

I  recommend  approval  of  the  entire  Eagle  Mountain  tfSA  and  agree 

it  should  be  attached  to  the  existing  Wilderness  for  administration. 
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In  closing  I  would  express  the  hope  that  Dave  Mensings's  comments 
in  the  Glenwood  Post  during  the  week  of  Jan.  20  were  not  a 
coaching  effort  for  a  letter  writing  campaign  to  support 
the  DEIS  wilderness  position.    I  am  confident  your  approach 
is  more  objective  than  the  notion  reflected  in  the  paper. 


Sincerely  yours, 


--   -  K-  -v  k  *j/ 

JeVry  Craghead 

Box  91 

Eagle,  Colorado  81631 

303-328-7750 
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Eagle  County  fciricviltur.il   Landowners  A»aociatiun 

P.O.  Box  667 

Eagle,  Colorado  81631 


February  2,  1983 


Alfred  w.  Wright 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Managonent 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  61602 

Dear  Mr.  Wright: 

On  behalf  of  the  Eagle  County  Agricultural  Landowners  Association,  and 
its  Directors,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Statement  on  your  Resource  Management  Plan.     We  support 
your  decision  to  withdraw  the  Castle  Peak  area  from  consideration  as  a 
designated  wilderness  area,  and  agree  with  your  conclusion  that  limiting 
off-road  vehicle  use  to  designated  roads  and  trails  would  "maintain 
opportunities  for  primitive  recreation  and  solitude."     Your  opinions  on  the 
Bull  Gulch  area  are  equally  understandable.     We  do  not  believe  that  either 
of  these  areas  should  be  prohibited  from  their  existing  and  potential 
multiple  uses,  be  it  timber  harvesting,  mineral  exploration,   recreation  or 
development,  as  long  as  the  adverse  impacts  from  such  uses  &re  properly 
mitigated. 

In  the  case  of  the  proposed  transportation  plan  for  the  Castle  Peak 
area,  however,  the  draft  EIS  discloses  that  "resource  degradation  such  as 
vandalism,    littering  and  off-road  vehicle  damage  caused  by  the  increased 
use"  will  occur.     Unless  these  impacts  can  be  avoided,  we  would  recommend 
that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  continue  its  present  management  plan, 
rather  than  increase  the  access.     We  recommend  the  Continuation  of  Current 
Management  Alternative  be  imposed  on  this  area. 


Thank  you  for  your  time  and  effort. 


erely 


0FSFONSF    TO  COMMEIfTPII    51 
ThanV    you    for   your   co«»entt. 


Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc. 
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Public  Lands  Institute 

1 720  RACE  STREET 

DENVER.  COLORADO  80206 

JO)  J77-9740 


February  2,   12ii3 


Alfred  H.    Wright,   Project  Leader 
David   B.   Mensing,   Team  Leader 
Glenwood   Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.    Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado     81602 

Dear  Messrs.   Wright  and  Mensing: 

Enclosed  ire  the  comments  of  the  Public  Lands   Institute  of  t>:e  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council   and  the  National   Wildlife  Federation  on  the  Draft 
Environmental    Impact  Statement  on  the  Glenwood   Springs  Resource  Management   Plan. 
We  offer  these  comments   in  a  constructive  attempt  to  help  in  implementing  and 
improving  the  planning  system. 

We  ^ery  much  appreciate  the  courtesy  of  you  and  the  team  members   in 
answering  our  questions  and   clarifying  the  issues.     We  would   like  to  propose  a 
meeting  to  discuss  further  the  vegetation  manipulation  and  socio-economic   impacts 
ind  would   like  to  work  out  a  mutually  and  convenient  time  and  date.     Would  you  be 
willing  to  consider  that? 

As   agreed   in  my  telephone  conversation  on  January  28,   1983,  with  Mr. 
Mensing,  we  are  mailing  these  comments  on  February  2. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 

Sincerely  yours . 


Carolyn  R.    Johnsonv 

Senior  Public  Lands  Specialist 
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Public  Lands  Institute 

1720  RACE  STREET 

DENVER.  COLORADO  80206 

303  377-9740 


February  1 ,    1983 

Mr,    Alfred   Wright,  Area  Manager 

Gl enwood   Springs  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.    0.    Box  1009 

Glenwood    Springs,   Colorado     81602 

RE:     Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  on  the  Glenwood   Springs 
Resource  Management   Plan 

Dear   Mr.    Wright: 

The  following  comments  on  the  Draft   Environmental    Impact  Statement  on  the 
Glenwood   Springs  Resource  Management   Plan  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Public 
Lands    Institute  of  the  Natural   Resources  Defense  Council,    Inc.    (NRDC).     NRDC   is 
a   national    environmental    law  and  policy  organization  with  a   long-standing   interest 
in  the  wise  use  and  sound  management  of  our   public   land  resources. 

The  National    Wildlife  Federation   (NWF)  also  endorses  these  comments.      NWF 
is  the  nation's  largest  conservation  organization  and   is  dedicated  to  the  wise 
use  of   the  country's  resources.      It  has  over  4  million  members  and  affiliates   in 
all   fifty  states. 

Before  discussing  our  comments,  many  of  which  are  critical,   we  want  to 
commend  the  team  which  assembled   this  document  for   its  professional   approach  to 
the  planning  process.      New  inventories  of   public   land  resources  were  compiled  and 
the  plan  contains  readable,  detailed  maps   and  explanations.      This  approach 
contrasts  sharply  with  the  recent   practices  followed  by  BLM  in  compiling  a 
Management  Framework  Plan   --  which  consisted  of  one  copy,  much  of   it  handwritten, 
scattered    in  various  offices.     When  found,   no  one  could  determine  how  the  MFP 
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applied  to  on-the-ground  management  decisions.     Often  the  MFP's  were  not  used  or 
were  unusable  public  documents. 

As  the  first  Resource  Management   Plan  anywhere,    this  document  marks  an 
important  milestone  in  BLM's    implementation  of   its   planning  and  management  mandates. 
Unfortunately,  the  regulations  are  being  changed  once  again  and   both  BLM  and  the 
public   will    have   to   start   over    in   obtaining  a   working    familiarity  with   the 
regulations.      Because  this   plan  will    not,  therefore,   become  the  model    for  subsequent 
plans,  we  are  not  presenting  comments   in  the  detail   we  would  for  such  a  first, 
"model "   plan. 

Although  the  plan   is  a  decided  advance  over  previous   Bureau  efforts,   it 
fails  to  meet  existing  regulatory  and  statutory  requirements   in  several   significant 
ways.      It  contains   no  discussion  or  analysis  of   "critical    threshhold   levels"  for 
resource  use  that  were  established  as  constraints  or  cumulative  impacts    (43  CFR 
1601 . 5-4 (a)(9).*     There  is   little  evidence  that   BLM  forecast  resource  demands  as 
a  basis   for  devising  these  plans,  and  no  standards  are  offered   for  monitoring  and 
evaluating  the  plan's   implementation  so  that  the  plan  can  be  changed  as  more 
information  becomes  available  on  its  effects    (43  CFR  1601.5-2(b)(5)(iv)  and   1601.5-9}. 
The  document  does  not  evaluate  the  extent  or  the  reliability  of  the  inventory  data 
on  which  the  plan  is   based.      It  includes  no  implementation  plan  for  the  measures 
that  will   be  adopted.      The  regulations  require  that   lands   be  assessed  for  un?ui tabi 1 i ty 
for  coal  mine  development  on  the  28,520  acres  of  coal    lands   in  the  Resource  Management 
plan   (RMP)  area    (p. 22).   Most  important,  the  heart  of  an  RMP  and  the  basis  for   the 


All   citations   are   to   the   planning    regulations   published   at   44    FR_  46386-46401 , 
Aug.    7,    1979. 
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document   Is  nlsslng   --   the  specific   planning  criteria  guiding  the  collection  and 
use  of   Inventory  data  and   Information,   the  analysis  of  the  management  situation, 
the  design  and  formulation  of  alternatives,  and   the  estimate  of  effects  of 
alternatives  required  by  the  regulations   (43  CFR   1601. 5-2(a ) ).     Of   the  twi 
of  criteria  given,  one   (p.    11)  merely  repeats  the  basis   for  criteria   found   in  the 
regulations   (43  CFR   1601.5-?(b))  and   the  other   (pp.   47-48)    is  a  generalized   list 
for  selecting  the  preferred  alternative  and  does  not  address  most  of  the  require- 
ments of    1601.S-2(a). 

We  want   to  point  out   that  wilderness  policies  of  the  Bureau   have  undergone 
substantial  changes  and  reversals    in  the  last  few  months   since  this  DC1S  was 
prepared  with  regard   to  management,  leasing,  and  areas  to  be  excluded.      Thus, 
through  no   fault  of  the  District  this  RMP  is  based  not  only  on  outdated  wilderness 
policies  but  also     on  soon-to-be  outdated  planning  regulations.      These  constant 
changes  make  the  jobs  of  BIX  employees  extremely  difficult  and   exasperating.      It 
makes  our  job  harder  too;   not  only  do  we  have  to  continually  file  legal   actions 
but  also  we  can't  submit  the  depth  of  comments  we  would  like  to  on  the  wilderness 
aspects  of   this  plan.      Therefore,  we  believe  that  the  Final    EIS  must  analyze  the 
wilderness  policy  changes  with  regard   to  the  area   and  the  alternatives  and  allow  a 
period  for  public  comment.     A  comment  period  on   the  Final    US   is  described  on 
p.   4,   figure  1-2. 

Alternatives 


Adequate,   informed,  and   productive  land  management  decisions   --  and  useful 
public  comment  on  those  decisions   --  will  only  occur  when  the  full   range  of  alter- 
natives are  analyzed  and   presented.      Indeed,   BLM's  own  regulations  require 
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Thank    you    for   your  comments. 
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Secretary  of    the   Interior  prior  to  October  21 , 
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"several  complete,  reasonable  resource  management  alternatives"  and   that   "provide 
a  range  of  choices   from  those  favoring  resource  protection  to   those  favoring 
resource  production"   (43  CFR   1601.5-5).     The  alternatives   presented   here  do  not 
present  a  range  of  choices  and  are  confused  as   to  name,    intent,  and  result,  as  we 
describe  below,     while  we  do  not  advocate  a  magic  number  of  alternatives,  more 
are  clearly  necessary  to  achieve  a  range.     By  constricting  the  range  and  confusing 
the  two  choices  presented,  as  this  does,  then  devising  an  in-between  preferred 
alternative,   BLM  has  short-changed  its  own  goals  and  failed  to  consider  other 
reasonable  alternatives.      Three  other  possible  and  reasonable  alternatives  would 
be  a    true  resource  protection  alternative,  a   low-cost  alternative,   and  a  minimum 
manipulation  alternative. 

The  Alternatives  --  General  Comments 

Each  of  the  proposed  alternatives   (except  No  Action  and  Continuation  of 
Current  Management)  attempts  to  solve  land-use  problems  --  such  as  the  conflict 
between  wildlife  and   livestock  for  limited  forage  allocations,  and  the  problem  of 
water  scarcity  in  the  area   --  by  increasing  the  land's  carrying  capacity  to  support 
competing  and  often  conflicting  uses   through  varying  degress  of   "intense  management. 

Although  the  improved  management  practices  and  ecological   manipulations 
described   in  the  DEIS  may  be  able  to  contribute  to  more  efficient,  productive  use 
of  public   lands,   the  extremely  heavy  emphasis  placed  on  resolving  land-use  problems 
by  increasing  the  area's  capacity  is  an  extremely  questionable  approach  to  land 
management.     The  inherent  capacity  or  potential   of  land  to  allow  resource  use 
without  permanently  impairing  the  resource  involved  depends,   to  quote  BLM's  own 
definition,    "upon  a    fixed   set  of  conditions  which  are  relatively  stable  over    time. 
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including. ..cl imate,   slope,    landform   soils,    and   geology."     43  CFR    1601 .0-5(8)(n). 
Thus,  although  small    increases   in  an  area's  capacity  are  likely  to  ba.  attained 
without   permanently  impairing  other  land  uses,  the  large  scale  of  manipulations 
proposed    by   BLM  will    inevitably   involve  major   trade-offs    between  competing   land 
uses,  such  as   livestock,  water  yield,  timbering,  and  ORV  use,  on  one  hand;  and 
wildlife,  aesthetics,  water  quality,  and   the  recreation  they  support,  on  the  other. 
As  a   prime  example  of  such  trade-offs,  each  of  the  alternatives  sacrifices 
aesthetics,  recreation,  and  small   and   non-game  species    (which  comprise  the  vast 
majority  of  the  total  wildlife  population)  by  attempting  to   increase  or  maintain 
existing  levels  of  livestock  and  big   game. 

Among    the  more  objectionable  aspects  of   the  OEIS   are: 

1.      Because  the  Economic  Development  Alternative   (EDA),    Preferred  Alternative 
(PA),  and  even  the  Resource  Protection  Alternative   (RPA)  all   attempt  to 
increase   the  area's  capacity   through   high   levels   of    "intense  management" 
or  manipulation,  each  alternative  would  result   in  significant  cumulative 
adverse  impacts  on  the  area's    "sensitive"  environment   (p. 82).     The  PA, 
for   instance,  would  result   in   "somewhat   intense  development"  which, 
combined  with  the  anticipated  regional    growth,  would  result   in 
"commensurately  higher  levels  of  air  pollution"    {p.    155);  decreased 
aesthetics    (and  recreational   opportunities)  and   increases   in  erosion  from 
mechanical    treatments,  burning,  and  road  construction  and  continual 
maintenance  associated  with  vegetative  manipulation  and  other  types  of 
resource  management   (p.    157,    173);   adverse   impacts  on  aquatic  habitat 
(p.    163);   a    21%  decrease   in   existing   big    game   populations   and   an 
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unspecified  long-term  decline  in  habitat  conditions   for  small   and  non- 
game  spec  ies    (p.    167 ). 

2.  The  proposed  alternatives  would  result   in  many  indirect  effects  which 
are  not  clearly  added   into  the  assessment  of  cumulative  effects  of  such 
"intense  management."     Vegetative  manipulation  and  timbering  and  mineral 
development,   for   instance,  require  increased  access  and   fewer  restric- 
tions on  motor  vehicle  use,  which  in  turn   "create  some  adverse   impacts 
on  the  land   itself  due  to  resource  degradation  such  as  vandalism, 
littering,  and  ORV  damage  caused   by  increased  use"   (p.    178;  also  see 
water  yield  comments).     Many  of  these  indirect  effects  would   also  have 
social   or   economic    impacts  which  are  not  considered   (see  socio-economic 
impacts  comments ). 

Although  it  may  be  true  that  many  of  these  effects  are  difficult 
to  predict  and  measure,   in  economic  or  other  terms,   this  does   not  mean 
they  should  be  omitted   from  the   EIS  entirely.      The  sections  on  cumulative 
economic   impacts,   for  instance,  add  only  the  economic  effects  of  grazing 
increases,  more  timber  harvest  and  smaller  big  game  populations,  and 
ignore  the  impact  of  scenic  and  environmental   degradation  on  tourism  and 
other  forms  of  recreation   (hiking,   backpacking,   rafting,   photography, 
skiing)  which  form  the  basis  of   the  area's  economy. 

3.  Closely  related   to   the  problem  of  omission  of  obvious   impacts   in  the 
DEIS  is   the  problem  of   inadequate  data  to  support  many  of  the  conclusions 
the  DEIS  does  reach  concerning  the   impacts  of  many  management  actions. 
For  example,   the  DEIS  states   that  water  developments  would    increase  local 
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wildlife  populations   (p.   164)  but  no  supporting  evidence  Is  presented. 

In  addition     to  falling  to  meet  the  data  and  analysis  requirements 
of  43  CFR   1601.5-2(b)(5).  proposed  management  actions   based  on   Inadequate 
data  such  as   Increasing  livestock  allocations,  vegetative  manipulation 
and  timbering  violate  the  regulatory  requirement   that  when   Inventory 
data  on  other   Information   Is   Insufficient,  BLH's  decisions    "shall 
preserve  future  resource  options  and  avoid   Irreversible  commitments 
to  the  degree  practicable"  43  CFR  1601.5-2(6)1 iv  ) 
4.      Equally  Important,  each  of  the  alternatives  assumes   that  all    the  Improve- 
ments and  manipulations  proposed  will  be  carried  out.  yet  the  DEIS  falls 
to  discuss   the  amount  and  source  of   funding  necessary  to   implement  each 
plan  as  required  by  43  CFR   1601.5-4(4)  or  the  relative  cost-effectiveness 
of  proposed  actions.     By  relying  heavily  on   "intense  management"  to 
increase  the  land's  capacity  to  support  various   land  uses,   each  plan 
would  have  to  be  successfully  implemented   in  full    to    insure  protection 
of  overgrazing  lands,  wildlife  populations  and  water  quality.     Benefits 
gained  by  vegetative  manipulation,   for   instance,  would  begin  in  two 
years  but  would  not  be  permanent  unless  regrowth  was  controlled.      Thus, 
partial   implementation  of  a  plan  could  be  disasterous  on  wildlife  and 
could   Increase  overgrazing.     Therefore,   the  0E1S  should  contain  detailed, 
long-term  estimates  of   the  cost  and  commitment  of  resources   needed  to  be 
fully   implemented   in  order  to  assure  that  all   alternatives  are  realistic 
In  terms  of   likely  fiscal   restraints.      In  addition,   since  each  plan 
proposes  significant  expenditures  of  public   funds   to  improve  rangeland 
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and   increase  water  yield,  a  cost-benefit  analysis  for  each  alternative 
would  be  appropriate.     This  would  allow  the  cost  of  range   improvements 
to  be  carefully  weighed  against  government  receipts  from  grazing   fees, 
and  would  allow  comparison  of  the  relative  cost-effectiveness  of  various 
alternatives. 

Resource  Protection  Alternative 

The  Resource  Protection  Alternative  (RPA)  contains  several  major  provisions 
which  directly  conflict  with  the  high  level   of  resource  protection  this  alternative 
should  offer.     The  proposed  RPA  would  allow  increased   timber  and  fuelwood  sales 
exceeding  demand   (p.    122);   proposes  large-scale  vegetative  manipulation  to  increase 
water  yield  by  6-91  and   increase  forage  for  livestock  by  50%  over  existing  use 
(p.   50,  54);  and  would  dispose  of  6,790  acres,  or  3X,  of  big  game  crucial  winter 
reserve   (p.   52).     These  provisions  all   result   in  primarily  short-term,  economic 
benefits,  and  contribute  little,   if  any,  to  the  professed  goal   of  this  alternative  -- 
the  protection  of  fragile  and  scarce  resources.     As  a   result,    the  draft  RPA  fails 
to  give  an  accurate  picture  of  the  optimal   level   of  resource  protection  which  could 
be  easily  attained   in  the  GSRA.     Disposal   of  winter  reserve  and   increasing  forage 
for  livestock  are  particularly  counterproductive  to   the  goal  of  increasing  wildlife 
populations.     With  rapid   private  development   in  the  area,  which  is  expected  to 
reduce  crucial   winter  reserve  8t  over  the  next  ten  years,   it   is   imperative  that  8LM 
give  higher   priority  to  wildlife   forage   if   wildlife   populations  ire   to  be  maintained. 

Economic  Development  Alternative 

Similarly,  neither   is  the  proposed  Economic  Development  Alternative  (EDA) 
consistent  with  its  professed  goal   of  emphasizing   intense  management  of  resources 
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contributing  to  the  economic  well-being  of   the  area.      The   proposed   EDA  subordi- 
nates wildlife,  which  supports  a  major  segment  of   the  areas   economy  with  wildlife 
based  recreation,   to  livestock  production,  which  represents  a    "small   and  declining 
part  of   the  economy"   (p.   76).      In  effect,   the  EDA  inverts   the  appropriate 
priorities  for  these  two  competing  uses  of   forage  based  on  their  relative  contri- 
butions to  the  areas  economy.     As  a  result,   the  proposed    EDA  would  actually  result 
in  a   slight  economic   loss   to   the  area,  while  the  RPA  would,    ironically,  yield  the 
greatest  positive  economic   impact   (Table  3-28). 

Preferred  Alternative 

Rather   than  emphasizing  a   balanced  approach  to  land  management,   the  Preferred 
Alternative   (PA)  clearly  favors  livestock  grazing,  water  yield,   timbering  and 
motorized  recreation  over  wildlife,  wilderness  and  other   non-motorized   types  of 
recreation  where  they  compete.     Despite  their  deficiencies,   the  RPA  and   EDA  both 
demonstrate  that  optimizing  wildlife,  wilderness  and  other  non-motorized   recreation 
opportunities;  and  protecting  crucial   watersheds  and  water  quality  are  all    in  the 
best   interest  of  the  6SRA,    in  terms  of  both  economic  development  and  resource 
protection.      In  several    instances,   however,  the  PA  unexplicably  makes  a  marked 
departure  from  major  conclusions   that  can  be  drawn  from   the  other  alternatives. 

For  example,   the   PA  proposes  attempting  to  improve  water  quality  in  only  two 
of  the  areas  with  known  water   problems,  rather  than  managing  all    four  known  problem 
areas  as  proposed  under  the   EDA  and  RPA  (p.    50-51).      Similarily,   the   EDA  and  RPA 
would  both  place  restrictions  on  ORV  use  in  order  to  improve  erosion  hazzard  areas, 
yet  the  PA  proposes  continuing  ORV  use  that  would   prevent  conditions    in  erosion 
hazzard  areas  from   improving   (p.    50-51).     Most  significantly,   the   EDA   and  RPA 
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propose  that  wilderness  values  be  preserved  on  10,755  acres  and   30,630  acres, 
respectively,  while  only  340  acres  would   be  preserved  under   the  PA  (pp.    56-57). 

Water  Yield 


The  DEIS  describes   three  levels  of  actions  and  seven  methods   to  eradicate 
trees  and   shrubs  so  that  water  runoff  would    increase   (p.    17  and  App.    A).      This 
eradication  is  coyly  termed   "manipulation".      The  levels  range  from  34,492  acres 
of  aspen  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  52,362  acres  of  aspen,  conifer,  and  oak- 
brush   in  the  Resource  Protection  Alternative  to   104,396  acres  of  aspen,  conifer, 
oakbrush  and  sagebrush   in  the   Economic  Development  Alternative.      The  methods 
listed  range   from  clear  cutting  to  herbicide  spraying.      The  process  described   for 
aspen    is; 

"Initially  an  experiment  would  be  conducted  to  determine 
the  actual   expected    increase   in  runoff  and  baseflow  from 
aspen  manipulations.      Water   yield   management    plans   and 
environmental   assessments  would  then  be  written  for  areas 
shown  on  Maps  3-4,   3-5,  and   3-6"   (p.    18). 

The  first  question  one  logically  asks  about   such  proposals    is  who  wants   this 
water  yield  manipulation?     When  we  posed   this  question  to  personnel    of  the  Glenwood 
Springs  BLM  Area  office,  we  were  told   that  Union  Oil    and  other  oil   shale  developers 
requested   it.      Indeed,   the  maps    (Maps   3-2,   3  and  4)  show  that  one  of  the  largest 
areas   is  on  the  East  Fork  of   Parachute  Creek,    immediately  upstream  from  the  Union 
oil    shale  plant  and   proposed  reservoir.      Other   large  areas  are  located  on  Castle 
Peak,   Hardscrabble  Mountain,  and  east,  southwest,  and  northwest  of  Glenwood   Springs. 

The  increased  water  yields  from  the   three  levels  are  described   in  specific 
terms,  such  as  3-5   inches  per  year  for   patch-cutting  of  aspens    (pp.    109,   134,  and 
159).      This  specificity  does   not  appear   to  be  supported  by  the  state  of  the  art. 
The  DEIS  cites  Hibbert's   1977   publication  as   a  basis.      However,  the  preliminary 
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and  sketchy  field  work  performed  on  Increasing  itch-cutting 

do  not  appear  to  support  BLH's  devising  a  plan  granting  authority  to  use  the 
technique  on  such  a  large  scale.     Mlbbcrt's  report*   (p.    11)   presents  no   Independently 
obtained  results,  Instead   It  cites  to  DeBylc's  1976  publ Icat ion.**     Sim i 1 
OeByle  cites  Johnston's  work.      In  checking  Johnston's  publications,   we   found   that  his 
1969  publication  describes   (Robert  S.    Johnston,  "Aspen  Sprout   Production  and  Water 
Use,"  USOA  Research  Note  INT-89,   1969)  a  research  project  conducted  for  five  years 
on  one  small  fenced  aspen  grove  In  Utah.     No  gracing  was  allowed. 

In  contrast,  BLM       proposes   to  allow  grazing    in  the   "manipulation"  areas 
(compare  Haps  3-2,  -3,  and  4  with  3-14).      Indeed  8LH  contends   that   in  addition 
to   Increased  water  yields,   the  manipulation  will    improve  grazing  and  carrying 
capacity  of   the  range  and  grazing  would  be  allowed  on  the  land   two  years  after 
"treatment"  (p.   118).     Nowhere  does  BLH  describe  the  length  of   the 
experiment   (p.   18),   the  conditions  under  which  it  would  be  performed,  or  the  criteria 
by  which   it  would  be  judged  a  failure  or  success.      In  addition,   BLM  does   not  analyze 
the  management  alternatives,  objectives  and  techniques  that  be  will  considered   if 
the  experiment  Indicates  the  technique  cannot  be  used  on  the  scale  now  proposed   in 
the  DEIS.     It  is  in  these  situations   (the  potential   for  experimental   failure)  that 
the  planning  regulations  require  BLH  to  make  a  worse  case  analysis  and  predict  the 
probability  of  occurrence  (43  CFR   1601 .5-2(b)(5)(iv ) ). 


Hibbert,  Alden  R.,   "Managing  Vegetation  to   Increase  Flow   in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,"  General   Technical  Report  RH-66,  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  and  Range   Experiment 
Station,  U.S.    Forest  Service,   1976. 

OeByle,  Norbert  V.,    "The  Aspen  Forest  After  Harvest."  paper   presented  at  Utiliza- 
tion and  Marketing  as   took  for  Aspen  Management   in  the  Rocky  Mountains,    Ft. 
Collins,  Colorado,  September  8-9,   1976. 
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Of  major  concern  are  the   inadequately  analyzed  and    ignored   impacts  from  the 
water  yield  proposals.     For   example,  although  herbicides  are  listed   in  Appendix  A 
as  one  method  for  vegetative  manipulation,  we  have  been  unable  to  find  any 
discussion  of  what   types  of  herbicides  would   be  used;  what  the  decay  products  would 
be;    the  application  conditions  and  controls;   the  qualifications  of   the  persons 
applying  the  herbicides;   the  impacts  of   the  herbicides  on  water  and  air  quality, 
genetic  mutations,  disease  susceptibility  and  death  rates  of  humans  and  aquatic 
and   terrestrial   wildlife.     As  recently  as   1977,   the  Craig,  Colorado,  District  BLM 
office  has  advocated  and  used  the   "Agent  Orange"  herbicide  in  water  yield  and 
range  improvement  programs  on  the  public  lands  approved  under   the  Management  Framework 
Planning  System.* 

Other   impacts  also    inadequately  analyzed  or   ignored  are  the  costs  of  the 
initial    eradication  or    "manipulation"  and   the  costs  and  frequency  of  maintaining 
the  conversion  of  trees  and   shrubs  to  grasses  after   the   initial    treatment.     Aspens, 
for  example,  when  patch-cut^sprout  prolifically  from  the  roots  of  nearby  trees  and 
the  clearings  soon  return  to  aspen  groves.     Without  maintenance,   the  presumed  water 
yield    increases  will   taper  off,  and   the  result   is  either  a   long-term  maintenance 
program  or  a   short-term  water  yield   increase.      The  road  or  access  construction 
necessary  for  access  to  the  sites   is  largely  overlooked   in  the  analysis  of   impacts. 
The  large  increase  in  sediments  after  mechanical   eradication   is  attributed  to  this 
disturbance.** 


*  Marvin  Pearson,   former  Craig  District  Manager,  numerous  oral  communications  with 
Carolyn  R.   Johnson,  1976-1978. 

**  U.S.  Forest  Service  field  inspection  of  the  Fraser  Experimental  Forest  for  Con- 
servationists, Aug.  2-3,  1982.  File  Report  of  Frances  Green,  National  Wildlife 
Federation. 
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Additional   concerns  overlooked  or  casually  dismissed  are  the   instigation  of 
a   water  conservation   program    instead    of   attempting   to    increase   supplies.      No 
analysis    is    performed   of   the   effects   of   vegetation   eradication   and  conversion   for 
increasing  water  yield  on  habitat  and   population  dynamics  of  non-game  mammals  and 
birds.      The  implicit  assumption   in  the  DEIS   is   that  they  will   conveniently  move 
to  accommodate  this  program  and   no  long-term  impacts  will   result.      This  assumption 
relies  on  the  false   "vacuum   in  nature"  theory;   that  is,   that  the  carrying  capacity 
has  not   been  reached  and   there  are  vacancies,    "for  rent,"  spaces,   in  which  these 
displaced  animals  can  live.      No  analysis    is   presented  to  support  the  statement   in 
the  DEIS  that  "the  small   amount  of  aspen"  removed    "would  reduce  the  significance  of 
these   impacts"   (p.    165).      In  fact,  the  DEIS  uses   the  identical    two   paragraphs  to 
describe  the  impacts  on  terrestrial   wildlife  for  all    three  action  alternatives 
(pp.    115,   140,   165),  yet  the  acreage  affected  ranges   from  34,492  acres  to  104,396 
acres,  and   the  DEIS  admits  that  at   least  the  aspen  groves   provide  essential   non- 
game  habitat. 

Appendix  A  (p.    188)  describes  BLM's   proposal    to  increase  water  yield   in  mixed 
conifer  forests  by  cutting  openings   in  the  trees  so  more  snow  will    accumulate  on 
the  ground  and  melt  slowly.     This  proposal   appears  to  be  based  at   least   partially 
on  work  done  at  the  U.S.    Forest  Service's  Fraser  Experimental    Forest  near  Fraser, 
Colorado.      The  misconceptions    inherent   in  and   limited  applicability  of   that  work, 
particularly   in  mixed   conifer    forests   under  different  climatic   conditions,    is 
described   by  a   study  performed  by  James  R.   Guadagno.     We  have  attached  a  synopsis  of 
that  work  to  be  incorporated   in  these  comments. 


32 


Mr.  Alfred  Wright 
February  1,  1983 
Page  fourteen 


Socio -Economic   Impacts 

In  formulating  an  appropriate  resource  management   plan  for   the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area,   BLM  should   bear    in  mind   that  the  area  will    undergo  rapid 
growth  and  change  over  the  next  couple  of  decades.     Continued  growth  of  the  tourism/ 
recreation  industry,  combined  with  potential   large-scale  oil    shale  development,  will 
increase  the  population  of  the  area  by  40-80$  in  the  next  twenty  years   (p.    76). 
Increased   population  and  development  will   have  two  easily  predictable  effects   -- 
increased  demand  for   the  outstanding  visual   and  recreational    resources  of  the  area, 
as  well   as  a  deterioration  of  these  resources  from  increased  development  on  private 
lands.      The  scenic   backdrops,  wide  array  of  outdoor  recreational   opportunities, 
clean  air,  and   lack  of  industrial   development  create  an  unusually  high   quality  of 
life   in  the  resource  area,  which   is   extremely  important   from  the  standpoint  of   the 
psychological   health  of  residents  and  visitors,  as  well   as   an  economic  standpoint 
because  of   the  area's   heavy  reliance  on  recreation/tourism.     Consequently,   the 
general   effect  of  any  plan  for  management  of   the  large  amount   of  public   lands   in 
the  area  should  emphasize  low  development  to  balance  rapid,  less-controlled  private 
development  and  should   protect  the  extraordinary  scenic  and  recreational    resources 
upon  which  the  area's  high  quality  of   life  and  economic   livelihood  are  based. 

The  description  of   the  present  status  and  trends  of  the  resource  area   in 
Chapter  4   indicates  that  the  scenic  resources  and   quality  of  life  are  extraordinarily 
sensitive  to  development   impacts  and   that  deterioration  of  many  of   the  area's  vital 
resources   is  already  occurring.      For  example,   the  DEIS  notes   that,  already 
"increased  pressure   is  being  placed  on  visual    resources  as  a  result  of  energy- 
related  projects    (and  other  developments)  and  the  housing,   utilities,  and 
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transportation  needs  associated  with  them",  and  that   "public  concern   Is  also 
Increasing  about  protecting  visual   quality  for  open  space  and  scenic  backgrounds 
for  residential   purposes  and  recreational  H2).      Particulate  afr   quality 

is  already  poor  tn  many  parts  of  the  area  at  times,  according  to  the  DEIS,  due  to 
natural  conditions  present  combined  with  large  influxes  of  people,  automobiles, 
and  fireplace  usage  during  peak  recreational  seasons  (p.  6?).  Wildlife  habitat 
Is  continually  shrinking  from  land  and  energy  development,  with  crucial  winter 
range  expected  to  decrease  B  percent  over  the  next  ten  years  due  to  development 
on  private  lands,  placing  wildlife  in  increased  competition  with  livestock  on  lands 
where  significant  overgrazing  already  occurs. 

At   the  same  time,  demand  for  use  of  scenic  and  recreational   uses  of  public 
lands   Is  significantly  increasing.      BLM  notes   that  public   land  users  prefer   primitive 
and  semi-primitive  non-motorized  Recreational   Opportunity  Spectrum   (ROS)  classes 
(p.   85)  and   place  unusually  high  emphasis  on  the  visual   resources   of   the  GSRA  (p.   81). 
As  population  increases   from  40-80X,  demand  for  these  resources  will    undoubtedly 
increase  at  least  proportionately.      In   fact,   the  scenic  and  recreational   opportunities 
of   the  area  create  a  unique  quality  of  life  which   is   the  primary  reason   for  many 
existing  and  future  residents  choosing  to  live   in   the  area.      In  one  case,  as   the 
Wilderness   Suitability  Analysis  notes,    "support  for  wilderness  designation  tends   to 
come  from  younger  residents,  more  recent  arrivals   to  the  area  and   residents   in 
the  resort  areas"  (p.   27).     Thus,  as   the  population  swells  with  new  arrivals  drawn 
to  the  resource  area   because  of   its  beauty  and  recreational    resources,  and    its 
economy  becomes  even  more  dependent  on  recreation/tourism,   the  demand  for  and  value 
placed  on  resource  protection   is   likely  to   increase  significantly. 
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In  view  of  these  acknowledged   trends  --   increasing  deterioration  of  the  area's 
scenic  and  recreational   resources  from  private  development,   and   increasing  demand  on 
these  same  resources  --   the  management  of  public   lands   in  the  area   should  heavily 
emphasize  protection  of  resources  and   the  quality  of   life,  which  are  vitally 
important  to  the  social   well-being  and  economic  vitality  of   the  area.     Discussion 
of  such  socio-economic  considerations   is  clearly  mandated  by  BLM  policy,  which 
requires  resource  management  plans   to  attempt   "to  achieve   integrated  consideration 
of  physical,  biological,  economic,  social   and  other  sciences,  and  the  environmental 

design  arts";  and  to  consider   "the  relative  significance  of  the  public   land uses 

to  local   economies",   "present  and   potential   uses  of   public   lands",   "impact  on  uses 
of  adjacent  or  nearby  non-federal    lands",  and  the   "long-term  benefits  and  detriments 
to  the  public,"  of  proposed  actions   (43  CFR  1601.0-8(b),    (d),   (f),    (g),    (i)). 
However,  all    the  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  contain  little  or  no  analysis  of  how 
impacts  on  the  physical   resources  of   the  area  will  affect  the   "social   well-being 
and   quality  of  life".     Discussion  of  socio-economic   impacts   is   limited  almost 
entirely  to  impacts  on  local   ranching  operations  which  constitute  an  extremely 
small  portion  of   the  population  and   economy,  and  the  DEIS  briefly  concludes   that 
"social  well-being  and  quality  of  life  are  unlikely  to  be  significantly  effected" 
under  the  EDA  and   the  PA   (p.    175),  while   "social  well-being  and  quality  of  life 
would  most  likely  be  affected   (adversely  or  beneficially?)  under  the  livestock 
grazing  management  proposals"   in   the  RPA  (p.    127).      These  brief  conclusions  are 
entirely  unsupported   in  the  DEIS  and  are  directly  contradicted  by  statements  else- 
where in  the  document  which  indicate  that  all    the  proposed  RMP's  would  have 
significant,  usually  negative,  socio-economic   impacts: 
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1.  The   "somewhat   intense"  development  proposed  under  the   EDA  and   PA  and 
"anticipated   regional    growth   and   energy  minerals   development   would   result   in 
commensurately  higher  levels  of  air   pollution"   (p.    155). 

In  addition  to  the  considerable  socio-economic  value  to  the  area  of  high 
air   quality,  BLM  must  consider  the  impact  of  decreased  air  quality  on  three  adjacent 
Class   I  air  quality  areas  --  Flattops,   Eagles  Nest,  and  Maroon  Bel Is/Snowmass 
Wilderness   Areas   --  as   required    by  43  CFR    1601.0-8( j)   and    1601.4-3(a).      Strict 
limitations  exist  on  additional   amounts  of  pollution  allowable   in  these  areas. 
Although  the  DEIS  acknowledges   that   "BLM  must  consider  these  limitations  when  air 
quality  impacts  are  anticipated  from   proposed  actions"   (p.    63),   the  document  contains 
no  data  or  analysis  of  this   limitation  on  allowable  air  quality   impacts. 

2.  The  highly-valued  visual  resources  of  the  area  would  also  decrease 
commensurately  under  the  EDA  and  PA  as  a  result  of  moderate  to  high  levels  of  develop- 
ment on  public  lands  combined  with  a  high  level  of  private  development.  The  DEIS 
notes  that  "cultural  modifications"  associated  with  development  --  such  as  power 
lines,  gravel  pits,  mines,  communications  sites,  ORV  use  areas  and  dump  sites  -- 
have  already  depreciated  scenic  quality.  However,  the  DEIS  fails  to  include  the 
additional   impact  of   increased   "cultural   modifications"   in  any  section  under   the 

PA  and    EDA. 

Additionally,  under   the  PA,  45,332  acres  of  tentative  VRM  Class    II  would 
be  changed   to  Class    III  and  managed  under  less  restrictive  objectives.      The  impact 
of  these  changes  would   be  particularly  adverse  on  a   large  number  of   people  because 
the  downgraded  area   is   precisely  adjacent  to  where  the  greater  part  of  any  additional 
growth  will   occur  near  the  towns  of   Eagle  and   Parachute  or  Rifle   (p.    76  and  Map  3-31). 
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The  visual   deterioration  in  the  Parachute  Creek  and  Rifle  regions  would  also  be 
compounded  by  serious  air  quality  impacts  due  to  oil    shale  development   (p.   63). 
In  addition  to  deterioration  from  timber  harvesting  and  vegetative  manipulation, 
visual    quality  of  these  areas  could  be  further  degraded  to  an  unknown  degree, 
since  any  future  proposals  would   be   subject  to  less   restrictive  objectives    (p.    178). 

3.      The  transportation  management   plan  proposed   in  the  EDA  and   PA  would   also 
create  impacts  which  would  significantly  affect  the  social   well-being  and  quality 
of  life.     The  greater  access  and  43  to  83  miles  of  additional    roads  proposed  under 
the  EDA  and   PA,  would    "create  some  adverse  impacts  on  the   land    itself  due  to 
resource  degradation  such  as  vandalism,   littering,  and   ORV  damage  caused  by   increased 
use"   (p.    178),  according  to  the  section  on  transportation  impacts.      However,    like 
many  other   impacts   that  would  clearly  affect  the  social   well-being,  quality  of  life, 
and   possibly  even  the  economic  well-being  of  the  area,   the  adverse  impacts  from   the 
transportation  plan   in  the  EDA  and   PA  are  not  considered   in  the  brief  section  on 
social    and   economic    impacts. 

Grazing 

The  emphasis  on  maintaining  or   increasing  existing  levels  of  livestock 
grazing   in  the  DEIS  is  particularly  objectionable  in  view  of  the  wealth  of   informa- 
tion presented   indicating  that  livestock  production  can  be  increased  only  at   the 
expense  of  the  more  important  economic  and  ecological   considerations. 

It   is  obvious,  first  of  all,  that  the  existing   level   of  grazing   is  causing 
or  contributing  to  environmental   degradation.     About  half,  or   128,  of  253  allotments 
are  being  overgrazed    (p.    57);  overgrazing   is  a  primary  cause  of  erosion   in  the  area 
(p.  63);    "substantial   portions"  of  the  resource  area  are  in  static  and  downward 
ecological   trends   (p.   72);  riparian  vegetation  and  aquatic   habitat,   primarily  on 
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the  Naval   Oil    Shalr  "">  wou,d    '"prove 

"significantly"  if  grazing  were  decreased  (p.   '  'ock  grazing 

on  sunmer.  high  winter,  and  .  'ompetltlon  between 
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fawn  and   calf   survival    (p.    165). 

Secondly,  llvcsto   .  ill   and  declining  part  of   the  economy," 

;lH  virtually  conceeds    it  cannot  substant  ally  revitalize   (p.    76).      the  only 
just,,  n  concerning  the  proposed   Increase  in  livestock  under  the  PA  is 

"because  ranchers  feel   existing  use   Is  too  low  and  BLH  feels  total   preference  would 
be  too  high,  active  preference  was  selected  as  the  objective"  (p.   46). 

Although  ranching  admittedly  retains  an   important  role   in  the  area  --  supporting 
long-time  residents,  giving  the  area  the  rural   western  character  that  attracts 
tourists,  and  providing  a   buffer  between  resort  areas  and  energy  development  --  the 
167  ranch  operators  using  DIM  lands  rely  on  this  range   for  an  average  of  only  71  of 
their  total   forage  needs   (p.   76).     Moreover,  the  adverse  impacts  of  grazing 
reductions  or  adjustments  would  be  mitigated  by  several    factors.      First,   the  17% 
reductions  proposed  under  the  RPA  would  represent  only  1.191  of  total   forage  needs 
(7%  of  171).     Secondly,  no  reductions  would  occur  until   monitoring  has   taken  place, 
according  to  the  DEIS,  providing  a  transition  period  during  which  alternative 
forage  could  be  arranged   (p.    125). 

In  addition,  although  grazing  reductions  could   significantly  affect  a  number 
of  ranches,  which  are  smaller  and  more  dependent  on  foraie  from  public   lands,       we 
would  like  to  point  out  that  overgrazing   is  clearly  not   in  the  long-term  interest 
of  any  ranching  operation  because  sustained  livestock  production  is  ultimately 
dependent  on  the  ecological   health  of  rangcland.     Most  of  the  measures  taken   to 
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increase  forage  for  livestock  will   be  made  directly  or   indirectly  at  the  expense  of 
wildlife  {including  species  other  than  big   game),  aesthetics,  soil   and  water  quality, 
which  are  ecologically  and  economically   important    to  agriculture  at  well   as   recreation/ 
tourism.     As  noted   in  the  comments  on  water  yield,  vegetative  manipulation  is   likely 
to  involve  many  more  adverse  environmental    impacts   than  are  noted   in  the  DEIS: 
significant  soil   erosion  and  water  quality  degradation  may  occur,  one  ecosystem 
supporting  many  kinds  of  wildlife  is  replaced  by  another  designed   to  support 
primarily  livestock,  and  continual  maintenance  (and  degradation)  is  necessary  to 
control   regrowth. 

Just  as   importantly,   the  proposals   to  increase  livestock  forage, 
proposed  water  yield  projects,  also  lack  adequate  supporting  data  or  analysis  to 
indicate  that  they  are  feasible  and  would  not  result  in  additional   adverse   impacts 
(43  CFR  1601.5-6  and  40  CFR   1502.16).     First,  the  document  does  not  contain  enough 
site  specific   information  on  such  factors  as  the  grazing  capacity  under  current 
conditions,  the  suitability  of  allotments   for  grazing,  nor   is  there  even  an 
explanation  of  why  this    information  is  missing   (43  CFR  1601.5-2(b) (5) (i ) ,    (ii), 
(iii)).     The  DEIS  is  not  specific  about  what  BLH   is  proposing  to  do  about  the 
existing  situation  except  for  vegetative  manipulation  and  classification.      The  DEIS 
specifies  limited  changes    in  livestock  grazing  during  big  game  crucial   use  periods 
(p.   24)  but  is  unclear  about  other  changes  in  the  grazing  system  (p.    167).     Although 
estimates  are  given  of   the  total   acres  upon  which  vegetative  manipulation  would 
occur  under  each  alternative,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  specific   type  and  degree  of 
the  management  practices   (outlined   in  Appendix  A)  which  are  assumed  to  contribute 
to  increased  grazing  capacity. 

Despite  the  uncertainty  this  lack  of   information  creates  concerning  the 
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reliability  of  predicted  forage  increases  for  both  wildlife  and   livestock,   no 
"critical  threshhold   levels"for  wildlife  forage  or  population  are  set  to  protect 
wildlife   from  shortages  of  forage   (43  CFR  1601 . 5-4(a)(9) ) . 

Furthermore,  although  the  RPA,   EDA  and   PA  all    predicate  increase  forage 
on  large  increases   in  management  actions,   the  DEIS  contains  no  cost  estimates  or 
cost-benefit  analysis  by  which  to  evaluate  the  fiscal    feasibility  and  relative 
cost-effectiveness  of  each  alternative   (43  CFR  1601.5-4(a)(4)}. 

The  fact  that  even  the  RPA  calls   for  only  a  short-term  17%  decrease  in 
livestock  grazing   (when  128  of  253  allotments  are  admittedly  overgrazed  already) 
followed  by  a  50%  increase  in   livestock  allotments  suggests   it  is   BLM's   intention 
to  increase  or  at   least  maintain  livestock  grazing   regardless  of   the  environmental 
impacts  or  economic   trade-offs. 

In  sum,  we  would  like  to  express  our  deep  concern  over  the  extremely  high 
priority  livestock  is  given  in  the  DEIS  without  analyzing  the  serious  ecological 
complications  and  trade-offs   involved. 

In  conclusion,  we  commend   the  team  for  a  fine  first-cut  approach  to  resource 
management  planning.      In  these  comments  we  have  identified   several   methods  and   issues 
on  which  we  recommend   substantial    revision   and    further   analysis.      We   look   forward 
to   working  with   BLM    in   this   process. 


Sincerely  yours , 

Carolyn  R.    Johnson 

Senior   Public   Lands   Specialist 

Eric    Hildebrandt 
Intern,   Policy  Analyses 


Colorado  Wilderness  Network 
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2239  East  Colfax  •  Denver,  Colorado  80206  •  573-7870 


February  1,  1983 


Mr.  Alfred  Wright,  Area  Manager 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado   81602 

Dear  Mr.  Wright: 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  RMP/DEIS 
and  on  the  Technical  Supplement  on  wilderness  for  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area.   You  will  find  our  comments  enclosed  with 
this  letter. 

In  reviewing  the  RMP/DEIS,  we  are  concerned  by  the  Pre- 
ferred Alternative's  unexplained  emphasis  on  commodity  develop- 
ment and  motorized  recreation,  to  the  detriment  of  environmental 
and  economic  values  of  greater  importance  to  the  community. 
This  over-emphasis  on  development  is  unsupported  by  the  analyses 
in  either  the  Resource  Protection  Alternative  or  the  Economic 
Development  Alternative,  and  is,  in  our  view,  inappropriate 
and  unwarranted. 

The  long-term  well  being  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  region 
will  come  from  the  wise  management  of  its  air,  water,  wildlife, 
and  wilderness  resources,  and  from  a  balanced,  recreation- 
based  economy.   None  of  these  goals  is  reflected  in  the  Pre- 
ferred Alternative.   In  promoting  motorized  recreation,  timber 
and  minerals  development,  and  water  yield,  the  BLM  is  actually 
undercutting  the  resource  values  on  which  the  community  is 
most  dependent:   its  lucrative  wildlife  resource,  its  dwindling 
non-motorized  recreation  opportunities ,  and  the  long-term 
viability  of  its  ecosystem. 

We  wish  to  express  wholehearted  support  for  the  Resource 
Protection  Alternative,  which  we  feel  recognizes  the  economic 
as  well  as  ecological  importance  of  conserving  the  region's 
natural  heritage.   We  strongly  endorse  wilderness  recommenda- 
tions for  all  four  WSA's,  which  represent  the  only  4%  of  BLM's 
holdings  in  the  area  which  remain  pristine  and  available  for 
wilderness  recreation. 


Aiken  Audubon  Society  •  Arkansas  Valley  Audubon  Society  •  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  •  Colorado  Association  For  River 
Preservation  •  Colorado  Mountain  Club  •  Colorado  Open  Space  Council  •  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  •  CU  Wilderness  Study  Group  • 
Denver  Alpine  Club  •  Denver  Audubon  Society  •  Environmental  Research  Group  •  friends  of  the  Dolores  River  •  friends  of  the  Earth  • 
Gunnison  Wilderness  Society  •  High  Country  Citizens'  Alliance  •  Public  Lands  Institute  •  San  Juan  Ecological  Society  •  San  Luis  Valley 
Wilderness  Coalition  •  Sierra  Club  •  Southeast  Colorado  Wilderness  Coalition  •  The  Wilderness  Society  •  Two  RiverS  Citizens' 
Association  •  UNC  Colorado  Public  Interest  Research  Group  •  Uncompahgre  Audubon  Society  •  Upper  Arkansas  Wilderness  Coalition 
■  Western  Colorado  Resource  Council  •  Wilderness  Workshop 

100%  Re-  ■■■■  e  I  Papei 
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Hr.  Alfred  Wright,  Aroa  Manager 
Page  Two 
February  1,  198  3 


In  not  recommending  any  but  a  token  amount  of  acreage  for 
wilderness,  the  BLM  has  failed  to  acknowledge  that,  without 
the  permanent  protection  of  wilderness  status,  there  could 
soon  be  no  wild  lands  left  in  the  Resource  Area. 

We  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  reconsider  its  decision, 
and  to  choose  the  Resource  Protection  Alternative. 


Sincerely  yours, 


•  /  i 

Rosalind  McClellan 
Cofo$adcx-*md«r*he98   Network 


Mark  Pearson 

Colorado  Open  Space  Council 


Scott 
The  Wilderness  Society 


Demse  Dralle 
University  of  Colorado 
Wilderness  Study  Group 


The  Honorable  Ray  Kogovsek 

Mr.  George  Francis,  State  Director,  BLM 


.    ■ 

Mark  Pearson 
Colorado  Open  Spac 

Kirk  Cunningham 

Rocky  Mountain  Chapter, 

Sierra  Club 
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COLORADO  WILDERNESS  NETWORK 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND 

WILDERNESS  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

FOR  GLENWOOD  SPRINGS  RESOURCE  AREA 


The  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  is  among  the 
first  five  to  be  released  in  the  nation.   In  the  thoroughness  of  its 
analysis,  the  wealth  of  its  data  base,  and  detailed  format,  it  sets 
high  standards  for  future  RMP's  in  Colorado. 

Exceptions  to  this  are  the  economic  sections  of  the  DEIS,  which 
fail  to  give  the  reviewer  accessible,  in-depth  data  from  which  to 
assess  the  economic  consequences  of  the  various  alternatives.   Rather 
than  being  relegated  to  rudimentary  tables  scattered  among  the  back 
pages,  cost/benefit  figures  for  each  resource  need  to  be  included  in 

Iboth  the  initial  Summary  and  in  the  Comparative  Analysis  (pp.  48- 
59.*)   More  important,  the  final  RMP  and  Wilderness  EIS  need  to 
include  a  full  scale  cost/benefit  table,  showing  the  economic  trade- 
offs for  each  resource  under  each  alternative. 

In  general,  however,  the  Glenwood  Springs  Planning  Team  is  to 
be  commended  for  examining  all  possible  uses  for  each  portion  of 
its  Resource  Area  before  settling  on  any  one  management  option, 
and  for  the  array  of  administrative  protections  assigned  to  sensi- 
tives areas  --  such  as  off-road  vehicle  closures,  no  surface  occu- 
pancy stipulations,  visual  resource  management,  semi-primitive, 
non-motorized  recreation  classifications,  ACEC  designations,  and 
unsuitable  for  utilities  zoning.  Also  appreciated  are  the  atten- 
tion given  to  cultural  resources,  the  separate  document  on  wilder- 
ness, and  the  maps  and  charts  which  help  clarify  this  complex 
material.   Such  detailed  analysis  we  may  not  expect  to  see  in  future 
RMP's  if  budget  cuts  and  regulatory  "streamlining"  continue. 

Among  the  best  aspects  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) 
is  the  use  of  two  alternatives,  one  emphasizing  resource  protec- 
tion and  one  emphasizing  economic  development  as  tools  to  help 
both  the  public  and  the  agency  arrive  at  balanced  management 
decisions.   These  carefully  thought-out  alternatives  were  presented 
to  the  public  for  review  at  open  houses  six  months  prior  to  the 
release  of  the  DEIS,  with  the  understanding  that  they  represented 
two  ends  of  a  spectrum  and  that  wise  management  would  fall  some- 
where between  the  two. 

It  was,  therefore,  disconcerting  to  discover  that  not  only 
does  the  Preferred  Alternative  (PA)  fail  in  many  respects  to  strike 
this  balance,  but  in  some  areas  it  goes  even  further  than  the 
Economic  Development  Alternative  (EDA)  in  its  development  emphasis. 
Most  notable  are  its  substantial  reductions  in  wilderness,  wildlife 
levels,  and  lands  closed  to  mineral  development.   For  example. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTER  33 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


Response 


The   FEIS   does   not   directly   analyze    the   economic   costs   or 
benefits   of    Individual    projects.      Such   an   analysis   would    he 
Included    In   activity   plans,    project   plana,    and    the   associated 
environmental    assessments   when    they   are    prepared. 


The  local  demand  for  dead,  standing  sawrlmher  Is  Increasing. 
Local  mills  are  favoring  the  dead  timber  resource  over  green 
ess  and  lighter  hauling.  The  dead  spruce 
PeaV  would  be  a  viable  product  under  the 
atlon.  In  addition,  the  depressed  market 
not   a    reason    to    forego    forest   management 


wood  due  to  Its  dryn 
sawtlnber  on  Castle 
present  market  situ 
than    now   exists    is 


which   could   guarantee  a   forest    products   supply    In    the    future. 

Woodland  products  are  presently  In  demand,  particularly  In  the 
Eagle-Vail  area  where  a  commercial  retail  price  of  il 35  for  a 
cord    of    plnyon    la    not    uncommon. 
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Page  Two 


whereas  the  EDA  proposes  that  13,225  acres  be  closed  to  mining  loca- 
tion, and  19,083  acres  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  the  PA 
recommends  that  only  2,810  acres  each  be  closed  to  these  two  acti- 
vities.  What  were  apparently  considered  adequate  amounts  of  land 
for  minerals  development  in  the  EDA  are  substantially  increased  in 
the  PA. 

Wilderness  acreage,  which  was  already  cut  from  30,630  acres  in 
the  Resource  Protection  Alternative  (RPA)  to  10,755  acres  in  the 
EDA,  has  been  reduced  to  only  a  token  340  acres  in  the  PA.   Even 
that  was  recently  dropped  by  Secretary  of  Interior  Watt's  action 
to  eliminate  areas  of  less  than  5,000  acres,  leaving  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area  (GSRA)  with  no  wilderness  recommendations 
at  all. 

Most  perplexing  of  all,  the  PA  proposes  a  decline  in  big  game 
populations,  which  will  reduce  by  one  million  dollars  revenues  to 
the  local  community  derived  from  hunting  (p.  57). 

Some  resource  management  levels  have  been  adjusted  for  the 
better  in  the  PA;  fewer  lands  have  been  identified  for  disposal. 
Proposed  ORV  closures  are  larger,  roading  mileage  smaller  (pp.  58- 
59)  ,  and  livestock  grazing  levels  slightly  less  ambitious  in  the 
EDA,  possibly  in  response  to  projected  cutbacks  in  funding  for 
these  types  of  resource  management  activities. 

However,  the  PA's  unexplained  shifts  in  the  areas  of  minerals, 
wilderness,  and  wildlife  seem  unrelated  to  the  previous  alterna- 
tives.  NEPA  regulations  state  that  a  DEIS  is  a  decision-making 
document  {40  CFR  1502.1),  and  that  "alternatives  should  provide  a 
clear  basis  for  choice"  (40  CFR  1502.14). 

The  PA  departs  so  dramatically  in  some  areas  from  the  alter- 
natives formulated  through  years  of  BLM  planning  and  public  involve- 
ment, that  we  question  whether  the  RPA  and  the  EDA  did,  in  fact, 
provide  a  basis  for  choice.   Does  a  preferred  alternative  so  at 
variance  with  the  preliminary  alternatives  still  fulfill  the  NEPA 
requirements?   The  result  is  a  preferred  alternative  more  in  line 
with  a  commodity  emphasis,  but  which  ignores  the  needs  of  the 
local  economy  and  ecology. 

In  its  emphasis  on  timber  and  mineral  development,  the  PA  flies 
in  the  face  of  regional  economic  trends  favoring  recreation  and 
tourism.   The  Glenwood  Springs  BLM  would  better  serve  the  community 
by  choosing  management  options  designed  to  promote  the  educational, 
scientific,  and  recreational  uses  of  its  resources  rather  than  focus- 
sing so  heavily  on  development  activities.   The  BLM  has  put  itself 
in  the  position  of  promoting  economically  insignificant  resources 
at  the  expense  of  economically  important  resources. 
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Critical  to  the  viability  of  the  regional  economy  is  the  income 
derived  from  hunting  and  other  non-motorized  recreation.   Yet  both 
the  EDA  and  the  PA  propose  levels  of  timber  harvest,  minerals  extrac- 
tion, water  yield,  ORV  use,  and  grazing  which  will  directly  undercut 
this  economic  base.   Page  76  states  that,  of  the  47  largest  employers 
in  the  region,  34  are  tourist/recreation  related  and  only  four  are 
related  to  manufacuting  and  commodity  production.   Page  77  shows 
that  56.6%  of  the  regional  employment  comes  from  activities  directly 
related  to  tourism. 

Nevertheless,  the  PA  proposes  development  which  will  cause  a 
loss  of  $1,228,000  in  personal  income  (p.  175),  as  compared  to  the 
RPA,  whose  emphasis  on  wildlife  and  wilderness  management  will 
result  in  an  increase  in  personal  income  of  over  one  million  dollars. 

In  light  of  these  decisions,  it  is  not  surprising  that  local 
residents,  testifying  in  December  1982  public  hearings,  questioned 
the  wisdom  of  allowing  so  large  a  decline  in  big  game  populations, 
which  provide  income  during  the  critical  off-season. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  DEIS 

Visual  Resource  Management  {VRM) 

1.  Deep  Creek,  Thompson  Creek,  and  Bull  Gulch  are  proposed  for  VRM 
Class  I  in  both  the  RPA  and  the  EDA.   No  areas  are  proposed  for 
Class  I  VRM  management  in  the  PA,  despite  the  importance  of  the 
community's  scenic  qualities  to  its  economic  base  and  quality  of 
life.   This  would  seem  to  be  an  unjustified  concession  to  the 
timber  and  minerals  interests,  which  is  not  conducive  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  community. 

2.  The  highly  visible  Rifle  Gap  Reservoir  is  currently  reserved 
to  coal  development,  but  should  be  declared  unsuitable  for 
surface  occupany  to  preserve  its  visual  qualities. 

13.   No  provisions  are  made  in  the  PA  to  protect  Castle  Peak  WSA's 
|    Class  A  scenery  in  the  event  of  no  wilderness  designation. 

Water  Quality  and  Yield 

1.  The  PA  proposes  water  quality  improvements  for  only  two  problem 
areas,  leaving  out  two  more  which  are  proposed  for  improvement 
in  both  of  the  other  two  alternatives. 

2.  The  PA's  ORV  restriction  on  166,000  acres  is  higher  than  that 
of  the  other  two  alternatives,  and  would  have  favorable  impacts 
on  water  quality. 


Existing  VRM  classes  within  the  USA  would  not  change  if  the  USA 
is  not  designated  as  wilderness.    Approximately  10,513  acres 
would  he  managed  to  allow  changes  as  long  as  the  changes  are 
not  evident  in  characteristic  landscape.   All  management 
activities  or  development  proposals  would  be  evsluated  to 
determine  if  changes  would  be  within  these  constrainta. 
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on  soils, 
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6*   Ml  6,900  to 

9.100  .ir  (p.  50)  described  in  the  RPA. 


The  PA  for  the  re-introduction  of 

falcon  than  even  the  EDA  recommended. 

The  PA  drops  the  RPA's  plan  to  introduce  big  horn  sheep  into 
the  Government  Creek  area.   The  RPA's  big  horn  sheep  introduc- 
tion plan  should  be  adopted  in  the  final  RMP,  ,md  with  it,  a 

ication  as  to  how  it  would  be  accomplished  in  an  area 
which  is  identified  on  Map  3-9  for  coal  management.   In  drop- 
ping the  introduction  site  indicated  in  the  RPA  (Map  3-11), 
the  BLM  is  denying  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  requ 
for  this  transplant  area.   This  site  has  been  CDOW's 

#1  priority  for  such  a  program  in  its  northwest  region  since 
1979,  and  we  are  disappointed  that,  after  stalling  on  CDOW's 
repeated  requests,  the  BLM  has  apparently  made  its  refusal  final. 
Big  horn  sheep  range  has  suffered  severe  restrictions  in  the 
last  70  years  of  fire  control  practices,  and  new  range  is 
badly  needed.   No  other  potential  range  has  been  identified  in 
the  Glenwood  Springs  area.   The  loss  of  this  site  will  be  a  loss 
to  the  immediate  community,  as  well  as  to  the  State  as  a  whole. 

According  to  the  PA,  only  a  few  streams  will  be  managed  to 
improve  wildlife  conditions,  as  opposed  to  both  the  RPA  and 
the  EDA,  which  recommend  improvements  for  "most  below-average 
lakes  and  public  lands  in  the  resource  area"  (pp.  x-xii). 

The  RDA-recommended  big  game  population  increases  come  closer 
to  meeting  the  CDOW  goals  than  those  of  the  PA. 

The  PA  proposes  a  7%  decline  in  big  game  populations  (p.  53), 
and  a  resulting  loss  of  SI  million  in  personal  income.   The 
RPA  recommends  a  20%  increase  in  those  populations,  with  a 
corresponding  increase  of  SI  million  in  personal  income. 
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The  Colorado  Wilderness  Network  recognizes  the  importance  of 
the  ranching  sector  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  regional  economy 
which,  despite  its  decline  relative  to  other  sectors,  is  impor- 
tant as  an  agent  of  historic  continuity  and  in  maintaining  the 
region's  quality  of  life.   Although  only  7%  of  the  area's  live- 
stock forage  is  actually  located  on  BLM  lands,  efforts  should 
be  made  to  keep  livestock  grazing  at  existing  levels. 

Achieving  this  goal  could  be  done  without  resorting  to  the 
range  management  programs  on  the  scale  outlined  in  all  three 
alternatives.   Much  of  the  existing  range  has  been  overgrazed 
by  both  livestock  and  wildlife:   30%  is  in  poor  condition  and 
only  9%  is  in  good  condition  (p.  72) .   This  fact,  and  the 
high  cost  of  range  improvements  compared  with  grazing  fee 
revenues,  suggest  a  negative  cost/benefit  ratio  for  any  kind 
of  range  improvement  program. 

For  these  reasons,  and  because  of  the  dubious  advantage  (to 
soils,  wildlife  diversity,  etc.)  of  large  scale  vegetative 
manipulation,  the  Colorado  Wilderness  Network  recommends  a 
range  improvement  program  considerably  more  modest  than  those 
of  any  of  the  alternatives.   No  more  than  slight  increases  in 
livestock  and  wildlife  are  needed  for  economic  stability, 
while  reduced  forage  production  goals  would,  in  our  opinion, 
represent  a  more  plausible  "Resource  Protection  Alternative." 

Of  the  three  alternatives,  the  RPA  is  preferable  because  it 
is  ecologically  more  sound,  and  because  it  will  result  in  the 
greatest  long-term  benefits  to  both  livestock  and  wildlife. 
According  to  the  RPA,  AUM's  will  be  reduced,  initially,  by 
17%,  presumably  in  order  to  reduce  overgraving  and  better 
ensure  the  success  of  the  range  improvement  program. 

Although  this  could  increase  economic  hardship  to  ranchers  in 
the  short-term,  only  7%  of  the  Resource  Area's  grazing  lands 
will  be  affected,  and  it  is  probably  the  only  way  to  ensure 
long-term  viability  of  BLM  grazing  lands.   In  addition,  the 
long-term  result  will  be  a  50%  increase  in  forage  production, 
which  will  benefit  the  region's  lucrative  wildlife  resource 
as  well  as  its  livestock. 

The  PA's  recommended  3%  initial  increase  in  AUM's  will  exacer- 
bate existing  deterioration  in  range  conditions  and  will  pro- 
duce increases  in  forage  of  only  37%. 

Adverse  impacts  on  grazing  could  also  be  reduced  by  adopting 
the  RPA's  land  disposal  projections.  According  to  the  RPA's 
land  disposal  program,  only  1,026  AUM's  will  be  lost,  rather 
than  2,268  AUM's  if  the  PA's  land  disposal  plans  are  instituted. 
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Page  Six 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT 

The  PA's  decision  to  harvest  timber  only  on  slopes  of  less 
than  40%  is  a  wise  one.   We  suggest  that  it  should  become  an 
established  policy  for  ecologic  reasons  (soil  erosion,  etc.) ,  and 
not  just  because  high-cost  logging  techniques  are  not  available  in 
the  region  (p.  28}  or  because  poor  market  conditions  temporarily 
make  timber  on  these  slopes  uneconomical  to  harvest  (p.  73) . 

The  economic  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the  higher  timber 
harvest  level  recommended  in  the  PA  are  only  marginal  and  easily 
offset  by  the  ecologic  and  economic  benefits  of  the  lower  timber 
harvest  level  proposed  by  the  RPA. 

Tables  on  pp.  127  and  175  displaying  increases  in  personal 
income  levels  due  to  different  forest  management  options  show  a 
projected  increase  of  from  $174,000  to  $398,000  in  the  RPA,  and 
an  increase  of  $337,000  in  the  PA.  These  figures  do  not  show  a 
significant  difference,  and  both  are  dwarfed  by  the  loss  of  $1.6 
million  in  personal  income  which  will  result  from  the  PA's  pro- 
jected decline  in  wildlife  (Table,  p.  175) .  Also,  the  DEIS  points 
out  that  much  of  the  increase  in  personal  income  and  employment 
would  take  place  outside  the  Resource  Area  (p.  126). 

Also  marginal  is  the  difference  in  the  contribution  of  each 
alternative's  timber  harvest  level  to  regional  capacity  and  demand. 
The  White  River  National  Forest's  sawtimber  capacity  is  100  MMBF, 
at  a  minimum^ ,  ^o  which  the  RPA's  timber  harvest  levels  of  .7  MMBF 
and  the  PA's  timber  projection  of  1.8  MMBF  would  contribute  only 
.07%  and  1.8%,  respectively.   Similarly,  the  contributions  of  the 
two  alternatives  to  regional  saw  timber  demand  are  only  5%  and  10%, 
respectively.   The  White  River  National  Forest's  capacity  so  far 
exceeds  demand  that  all  of  the  GSRA' s  timber  could  remain  unhar vested 
and  never  be  missed,  let  alone  the  small  amount  of  timber  recom- 
mended in  the  PA. 

Compare  these  marginal  differences  in  the  economic  consequences 
of  the  two  proposed  timber  harvest  levels  with  their  on-the-ground 
impacts.   The  PA  recommended  intensive  timber  management  for  17,905 
acres  rather  than  the  7,175  acres  recommended  in  the  RPA.   Under  the 
PA,  more  than  twice  as  much  acreage  will  suffer  the  effects  of 
timbering  on  soils,  water  quality,  wildlife  species  diversity  and 
habitat,  visual  resources,  critical  elk  calving  grounds,  and  non- 
motorized  recreational  values. 
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Since  the  timber  harvest  levels  of  the  RPA  provide  almost  the 
same  economic  benefits  as  the  PA,  while  at  the  same  time  preserving 
more  of  the  Resource  Area's  ecological  and  economic  base,  the 
larger  timber  harvest  goals  in  the  PA  are  not  justified. 

The  amount  of  fuelwood  harvest  proposed  in  the  PA  may  also  be 
too  high,  considering  that  a  growing  woodsmoke  pollution  problem 
in  the  region  may  eventually  cause  a  tapering  off  of  demand  for 
fuelwood.   Also,  the  soil  impacts  from  harvesting  fuelwood  are 
worse  than  those  from  harvesting  sawtimber,  according  to  the  DEIS. 

To  aid  the  public  in  assessing  proposed  timber  goals,  the  final 
RMP  should  include  a  detailed  cost-benefit  analysis,  which  includes 
not  only  anticipated  revenues  to  the  community  and  to  the  Federal 
Treasury,  but  estimated  management  costs  of  the  various  harvest  goals. 
Considering  the  high  cost  of  building  roads,  and  possible  future 
Forest  Service  budget  cutbacks,  it  may  be  more  economical  to  restrict 
logging  to  already-roaded  areas,  until  and  unless  future  demand 
justifies  the  roading  of  new  areas. 

Also,  the  final  RMP  should  clarify  why  1.8  MMBF  is  deemed 
adequate  to  meet  local  timber  demand  on  p.  171,  while  only  .7  MMBF 
is  apparently  considered  adequate  for  the  same  demand  on  p.  73. 


LAND  TENURE  PROGRAM 

The  Glenwood  Springs  BLM's  Land  Tensure  Program,  as  describe 
in  the  PA,  would  dispose  of  23,254  acres  of  BLM  land,  about  half 
by  sales  which  would  represent  a  net  loss  to  BLM's  resource  base. 
Only  one  quarter  of  this  (4,320  acres)  is  in  the  urban  or  semi- 
urban  categories  and  can  therefore  be  justified  on  the  basis  of 
benefitting  the  local  communities. 

Much  of  the  rest  of  these  lands  are  not  small,  isolated 
urban  parcels  whose  sale  might  be  justified  for  manageability 
reasons,  but  rather  moderate-sized  parcels  containing  range,  tim- 
ber, and  wildlife  resources  of  considerable  importance  to  the 
community. 

Section  203  of  FLPMA  states  that  public  lands  can  be  sold 
in  order 

to  serve  important  public  objectives,  including 
.  .  .  expansion  of  communities  and  economic 
development  .  .  .  which  outweigh  other  public 
objectives  (such  as)  recreation  and  scenic 
values  which  would  be  served  by  maintaining  such 
tracts  in  public  ownership.   (Emphasis  added.) 
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Nothing  in  this  section  justifies  land  sales  for  the  purpose 
of  balancing  ■  .-rest 

can  justify  •  of  public  lands.   Is  the 

sale  of  up  to  23,000  acres  of  public  land  in  od  Springs 

Resout  order  to  bolster  the  Frdci.ii  Treasury  by  si 

■n  of  one  percent,  to  be  cor  public 

■•st?  The  public  to  be  served  by  Land  sales  and 

exchanges,  as  defined  by  FLPMA,  have  to  do  n  Lancing  the 

rial,  and  scenic  advan- 
tage:, al  communities.   The;.-  •  ry  assets 
which  the  BLM's  land  disposal  program  most  jeopardizes. 

Land  prices  will  go  down.   Federal  payments  to  the  county 
will  bs  lowered.   Thi  md  base  will  increase 

administrative  costs  to  local  14,730 

acres  (or  6%)  of  the  RA's  crucial  big  range  will  be 

Along  with  loss  of  habitat  due  to  private  land  development, 
this  will  cause  a  21%  decline  in  big  game,  and  a  corresponding 
decrease  in  hunting  revenues  critical  to  the  local  economy. 

Manaq  .i  commendable  goal  of  the  land  disposal  pro- 

gram, b  i  by  exchanges  than  by  land 

blm  can  main        overall  resource  base. 
Wildlife  habitat  and  other  natural  resources  are  better  managed 
by  the  BLM  than  by  the  private  sector,  a  fact  apparently  agreed 
to,  even  by  some  local  governments  (p.  39).   The  public  int< ■■■ 
both  local  and  national,  is  ill-served  by  this  blatant  give-away 
of  a  natural  heritage  belonging  to  all  Americans. 

ind  disposal  program  would  be  better  framed  as  the 
Land  Acquisition  Program.   Its  focus  should  be  the  identification 
not  of  lands  for  disposal,  but  of  lands  whose  acquisition  (by 
exchange)  would  improve  the  consolidation  and  manageability  of 
resource-rich  BLM  lands.   Local  residents  and  land  owners  should 
look  twice  at  a  program  which  will  lower  land  values  and  threaten 
an  important  economic  resource  in  order  to  draw  more  dollars  into 
the  insatiable  Federal  deficit. 

Regarding  exchanges,  we  recommend  that  lands  with  significant 
resource  values  be  identified  specifically  for  exchange,  rather 
than  for  sale.   Also,  we  would  like  to  have  more  information  on 
the  larger,  more  valuable  parcels  up  for  disposal  in  order  to 
comment  on  their  disposition.   More  information  should  be  made 
available  for  public  review  on  detailed  aspects  of  the  program, 
such  as  fair  market  value,  who  gets  the  first  chance  to  buy  tracts, 
and  whether  state  or  local  approval  will  be  required  for  sale. 

The  Land  Tenure  Program  may  qualify  as  a  major  federal  action 
under  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act  (NEPA) ,  and  as 
such  may  require  a  full-scale  Environmental  Assessment. 
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CONCLUSION 


In  conclusion,  the  Colorado  Wilderness  Network  feels  that  the 
best  interest  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  region,  and  Colorado  as  a 
whole,  would  be  better  served  by  the  Resource  Development  Alterna- 
tive than  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.   The  development  emphasis 
of  the  PA  is  too  extreme  in  certain  areas,  and  unsupported  by  any- 
thing in  the  text.   We  find  it  perplexing  that  the  BLM  has  recom- 
mended an  alternative  whose  adverse  impacts  to  the  region's  soils, 
water,  scenery,  wildlife,  wilderness,  and  the  local  economy,  wil 1 
be  worse  even  than  those  of  the  Economic  Development  Alternative. 

The  RPA,  while  erring  still  on  the  side  of  development,  rep- 
resents, on  balance,  a  wise  plan  for  the  sound  management  of  the 
region's  natural  resources  over  the  long  term,  and  is  the  best  way 
to  promote  local  economic  stability. 
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WILDERNESS  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  Glenwood  Springs  BLM's  failure  to  recommend  virtually  any 
wilderness  is  not  only  disappointing,  but  appears  arbitary  and  capri- 
cious given  public  and  agency  support  for  Bull  Gulch,  which  was 
evident  at  the  May  1982  open  houses. 

All  four  of  the  Resource  Area's  WSA's,  taken  together,  consti- 
tute 30,360  acres,  only  4%  of  the  overall  RA  land  area  (p.  61,  DEIS). 
This  4%  is  the  only  land  left  in  the  1.2  million  acre  Resource  Area 
which  remains  roadless,  essentially  natural,  and  which  can  still 
provide  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  recreation.   A 
region  where  the  population  has  more  than  doubled  in  the  last  20  years 
and  urbanization  is  rapidly  encroaching  on  open  space  cannot  afford 
to  lose  its  remaining  4%  of  wilderness. 

The  value  of  a  resource  can  be  measured  by  its  scarcity  rela- 
tive to  demand.   By  this  definition,  wilderness  is  perhaps  the 
most  valuable  resource  currently  under  consideration  by  the  BLM. 
Not  only  is  wilderness  scarce,  but ,  as  the  Technical  Supplement  pointed 
out,  visitor  preference  for  the  wilderness  setting  is  high.   Increas- 
ingly heavy  use  in  the  nearby  Flattops  and  Eagle's  Nest  Wildernesses 
point  to  a  demand  for  additional  wilderness  in  the  area. 

The  PA's  emphasis  on  motorized  recreation  seems  inappropriate 
considering  that  30  times  more  land  in  the  RA  is  devoted  to  motor- 
ized recreation  than  to  non-motorized  (p.  31).   With  four  ski  areas 
existing  or  planned  for  the  region,  and  80%  of  the  RA  open  to  ORV 
use  (Table  3-16,  p.  31),  it  is  difficult  to  understand  the  need  to 
put  roads  into  the  few  roadless  areas  which  still  remain. 

The  failure  to  recommend  any  but  a  token  amount  of  wilderness 
runs  counter  to  the  best  interests,  both  actual  and  perceived,  of 
the  local  community.   In  economic  terms,  a  non-wilderness  recommenda- 
tion for  Castle  Peak,  Bull  Gulch,  and  Hack  Lake  will  lead  to  a 
decline  in  the  wildlife,  visual,  and  other  wilderness  values  of 
these  areas.   This,  in  turn,  will  adversely  affect  a  major  portion 
of  the  local  economy,  hunting,  and  non-motorized  recreation. 

Despite  the  Supplement's  repeated  assertion  that  "an  apparent 
majority  [of  local  residents]  is  opposed  to  wilderness  designation," 
public  opinion  expressed  in  public  comments  and  at  the  May  1982 
open  houses  was  clearly  on  the  side  of  wilderness.   Pitkin  County 
has  expressed  strong  support  for  wilderness  recommendations  for  all 
three  areas.   At  BLM  hearings  in  Glenwood  Springs,  Grand  Junction, 
and  Denver,  wilderness  supporters  outnumbered  those  opposed  by 
ratios  of  roughly  19:1,  17:1,  and  16:1,  respectively. 

BLM's  unsupported  statement  that  a  majority  of  residents  oppose 
wilderness  should  be  either  documented  in  or  removed  from  the 
final  EIS. 
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BLM  further  states  that  what  wilderness  support  there  is  comes 
from  "younger  residents,  more  recent  arrivals,  and  residents  in 
the  resort  area"  (pp.  10,  27,  53,  78,  Technical  Supplement),  without 
acknowledging  that  these  do,  in  fact,  constitute  the  majority  of  the 
local  population. 

According  to  Table  4-13,  p.  75,  of  the  DEIS,  less  than  half 
of  the  population  of  the  tri-county  region  lived  there  20  years  ago, 
and  the  ratio  of  newer  to  older  residents  gets  larger  each  year. 
Recommending  only  4%  of  the  RA  as  wilderness  in  deference  to  this 
clear  majority  does  not  seem  to  be  an  entirely  unreasonable  gesture. 

The  Supplement  gives  short  shrift  to  the  1981  Walsh-Loomis 
Study  of  wilderness  economics,  stating  on  p.  4  that  it  covers  too 
large  a  scale  to  be  locally  relevant.   However,  a  survey  of  local 
preferences  using  the  same  format,  but  scaled  down  to  a  regional 
sample,  is  feasible,  according  to  John  Loomis,  one  of  its  authors. 
We  recommend  that  the  BLM  conduct  such  a  study  before  making  its 
final  wilderness  recommendations,  in  order  to  provide  a  more  accu- 
rate reading  of  public  opinion  than  what  is  currently  available. 

Current,  regional  needs  for  wilderness  are  only  one  part  of 
a  picture  in  which  BLM  needs  to  evaluate  long-term,  national  needs 
for  wilderness,  as  well.   Over  half  of  Colorado's  wilderness  visi- 
tors are  from  out  of  the  state,  as  Colorado's  wilderness  areas  come  to 
be  seen  as  a  national  (and  even  international)  resource! 

Short  of  doing  a  Harris  poll,  it  seems  safe  to  guess  that  a 
majority  of  Americans  would  not  look  favorably  upon  the  BLM's  plans 
to  leave  open  its  last  remnants  of  pristine  land  for  roads,  timber- 
ing, minerals  development  and  ORV  use. 

Section  202  of  FLPMA  mandates  that  the  BLM  weigh  the  "long- 
term  benefits  to  the  public  against  short-term  benefits."   A  long- 
term  perspective  indicates  a  need  for  more  wilderness  in  the  Glen- 
wood Springs  region.   With  wilderness  use  growing  between  8-10% 
per  year,  some  wilderness  areas  in  the  state  could  reach  capacity 
in  25  years.   Areas  like  Flattops  and  Eagle's  Nest  are  particularly 
vulnerable  to  overcrowding  due  to  their  proximity  to  urban  areas. 
30,000  acres  of  additional  wilderness  nearby  would  help  absorb 
that  overflow,  and  ensure  that  opportunities  for  solitude  still 
exist  25  years  hence. 

The  DEIS's  recommendation  of  only  340  acres  for  wilderness 
may  also  be  in  violation  of  the  BLM  wilderness  Study  Policy,  which 
calls  for  the  setting  aside  of  roadless  areas  for  multiple-use 
purposes .   According  to  the  Federal  Register ,  Vol .  4  7,  No.  23 , 
February  3,  1982,  a  report  of  the  House  Interior  Committee  states: 

Emphasis  should  be  on  multiple  natural  values 
of  roadless  areas  as  part  of  an  overall  multi- 
ple use  framework  .  .  .  rather  than  primarily 
recreational  uses.   (Emphasis  added. ) 


Respons 


Nonwllderness  recommendations  were  not  considered  to  have 
significant  adverse  effects  on  wildlife,  visual  values,  or 
hunting  In  these  WSAs  as  analyzed  In  Chapter  4.   Neither  were 
they  considered  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  local 
economy.   Losses  of  wilderness  values  are  documented  in  the  No 
Wilderness/No  Action  Alternative  for  each  WSA  and  in  the 
Partial  Wilderness  Alternative  for  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA. 


--.pon 


The  comment  that  a  majority  of  residents  oppose  wilderness  was 
removed  from  this  Final  Wilderness  EIS.   This  Information  comes 
from  a  study  conducted  by  the  BLM's  Colorado  State  office  for 
the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP). 
Discussions  with  "categorical  leaders  and  community 
knowledEables"  were  held  in  1979  and  1^80  to  assess  the 
attitudes  and  values  of  area  residents.   The  discussions 
centered  on  community  attitudes  toward  management  end 
development  of  resources  managed  by  BLM.  A  copy  of  the  report 
is  In  the  resource  area  files. 

The  public  comment  sections  in  the  technical  supplement  to  the 
DEIS  summarized  the  comments  on  the  WSAs  received  as  of  the 
date  of  publication  of  the  DEIS.  The  Wilderness  Study  Report 
that  will  be  prepared  will  include  a  summary  of  the  public 
comments  received  on  the  PETS. 


As  stated  in  the  BLM's  Wildern 
wilderness  study  process  will 
Interested  and  affected  public 
regional,  and  national.  Wilde 


Study  Policy,  the  BLM 
slder  comments  received  from 
t  all  levels  — local,  state, 
ss  recommendations  will  not  be 


based  exclusively  on  a  vote-counting  majority  rule  system.   The 
BLM  will  develop  Its  recommendations  by  considering  public 
comment  in  conjunction  with  Its  analysis  of  a  WSA's  multiple 
resource  and  social  and  economic  values  and  uses. 
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DLM  .1  uses 

on  Eagle  Mountain  WSA  that  "oppoi  uld 

nchmark  to  study  changes  induced 
by  man  urol  processes"  (p.  1  I . 

I .  Why  I 

,  more  unique  areas  of  H  Hull 

Gulch, 

ng  that  BLM  land  use  plans 
shall  city  of  th<  volved  and 

ity  of  alt  i  the 

ilues"  (Section  202).   Considering  the 
small  percentage  of  the  RA  which  can  still  provide  wilderness 

relative  scarcity  of  the  values  provided  by  the  three 
WSA's  is  uncontestable.   Noi  means  of 

Lzing  those  values  avai'         inhere  in  the  Resource  Area. 

Not  to  consider  the  relative  scarcity  of  wilderness  on  its 
lands  and  to  act  accordingly  constitutes  a  flagrant  violation  of 
this  provision  of  FLPMA  on  the  part  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  BLM. 


CASTLE  PEAK 


Castle  Peak  WSA  is  a  rolling,  mid-  to  high-elevation  upland 
covered  with  "grassy  meadows  interspersed  with  ponds  and  dense 
stands  of  spruce/fir"  (Technical  Supllement).   The  area  is  crowned 
by  the  "unusual  basalt  geological  formation  of  Castle  Peak,  which 
differs  substantially  from  the  geology  and  scenery  of  the  sur- 
rounding locale."   According  to  the  Supplement,  the  "primeval" 
character  of  the  area  offers  a  contrast  to  the  surrounding,  more 
built-up  areas. 

Castle  Peak  contains  Class  A  scenery,  panoramic  vistas, 
abundant  wildlife,  including  mountain  lion,  elk,  waterfowl,  and 
birds,  supporting  in  part  by  the  habitat  provided  by  the  dead, 
standing  timber  in  the  area. 


Response   3 

Thia    value   would    ilio   axial     In    the    MnrV    Lake ,    Bull    Culrh,    and 
Caatle    Peak   HSAa    If   designated   ■■   wl lderneia   and    It   d(X 
In    tlir    text    of    thla    FFK. 
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le  Peak  involves  a  number  of  trade- 
one  of  the  Resource  Area's  three 
RMP/DEIS) ,  generating  an  annual 
al  expenditures  and  $50,000  in 
same  time,  Castle  Peak  is  one  of 
harvest  potential,  with  an  annual 
,  which  would  secure  approximately 
ionally,  logging  the  area  would 
le  infestation  40  years  ago,  and 
currently  exists  in  the  area. 


A  wilderness  decision  on  Cast 
offs.  For  example.  Castle  Peak  is 
best  big-game  hunting  areas  (p.  74 
personal  income  of  $105,000  in  loc 
personal  income  (p.  78*) .  At  the 
the  areas  with  the  highest  timber 
potential  yield  of  469  MBF  (p.  80) 
$63,000  in  personal  income.  Addit 
clear  dead  timber  left  from  a  beet 
help  reduce  the  fire  hazard  which 

In  the  PA,  the  BLM  proposes  to  road  the  area  for  the  purposes 
of  timber  cutting,  reducing  the  fire  hazard,  clearing  areas  for 
forage,  improving  aquatic  habitat,  water  yield  projects,  and  ORV 
recreational  opportunities.   None  of  these  reasons,  in  our  opinion, 
presents  a  compelling  need  to  sacrifice  the  wilderness  attributes 
of  this  small  remaining  pristine  area. 

The  timber  potential  is  marginal,  by  any  measure,  compared  to 
the  wilderness  values  which  logging  and  ORV  use  would  forego. 
Castle  Peak's  portion  of  the  BLM  statewide  allowable  harvest  figure 
(13  MMBF  per  year)  would  be  only  3.6%.   Its  contribution  to  the 
timber  potential  of  the  nearby  White  River  National  Forest  (100- 
153  MMBF)  is  an  inconsequential  .04%.   Regional  demand  has  dropped 
dramatically  in  recent  years,  to  12-16  MMBF  for  saw  timber,  and 
20-22  MMBF  for  deadwood,  according  to  John  McCarthy,  WRNF  Forester. 
White  River's  major  buyer,  Kaibab  Mill,  has  closed,  along  with  most 
other  mills  in  the  state.   The  White  River  Forest  contains  a  back- 
log of  sawtimber  because  of  the  mill  closing,  and  its  capacity  is 
eight  times  larger  than  the  demand.   Nevertheless,  the  Forest  Plan 
calls  for  up  to  28,000  acres  of  new  timber  harvest,  and  up  to  54 
miles  of  new  roads. 

Even  were  the  timber  industry  to  revive  in  future  years,  the 
region's  capacity  so  far  exceeds  demand  that  it  is  safe  to  guess 
that  Castle  Peak's  negligible  timber  contribution  will  never  be 
in  serious  demand. 

According  to  the  Supplement,  wilderness  is  a  scarce  resource 
and  becoming  scarcer.   Seen  in  a  future  perspective,  how  much  more 
of  a  contribution  to  public  well-being  Castle  Peak  will  be  as  a 
remnant  of  a  dwindling  ecosystem  than  as  a  brief  provider 
of  unnecded  timber. 

Foregone  by  wilderness  designation  will  be  $63,000  of  personal 
income  which  would  be  generated  by  timber  harvest  in  Castle  Peak. 
Yet  the  rationale  on  p.  82  of  the  Supplement  fails  to  mention 
adverse  effects  of  non-wilderness  on  the  $105,000  in  personal  in- 
come currently  produced  by  non-motorized  uses  of  the  area  (mostly 
hunting) . 


■Page  numbers  refer  to  the  Technical  Supplement,  unless 
otherwise  indicated,  throughout  this  section. 


1  have 


Response  6 

Neither  wilderness  nor  nonwilderness  were  considered  t 
significant  effect  on  terrestrial  wildlife  or  hunting 
opportunities.   Under  either  the  All  Wilderness  or  No 
Wilderness  alternatives,  projected  populations  of  deer  and  elk 
would  be  the  sane  and  visitor  use  associated  with  hunting  is 
expected  to  remain  at  current  levels  unless  additional  access 
can  be  acquired. 
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I      The  rationale  also  fails  to  point  out,  as  stated  on  page  102 
of  the  DEIS,  that  an  undetermined  portion  of  the  timber  income 
would  occur  outside  the  Resource  Area. 

Due  to  increased  pressure  on  nearby  wilderness  areas,  because 
of  fast  growing  wilderness  use  (estimated  to  be  between  8-10%  per 
year) ,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  economic  benefits  from  wilderness 
designation  would  be  minimal  because  most  of  the  increased  use 
would  "be  displaced  from  nearby  areas"  (p.  85) .   Nor  is  it  true 
that  income  derived  from  wilderness  uses  of  the  area  would  not 
be  affected  by  roading  and  other  non-wilderness  development  of 
the  area  (p.  80) . 

It  is  misleading,  for  example,  to  state   on  page  90  that 
zoning  classifications  for  utilities  facilities  in  Castle  Peak 
would  protect  elk  calving  areas,  without  also  pointing  out  the 
opposite  effects  of  roads  and  human  use  on  calving  grounds.   It 
is  likewise  misleading  to  declare  that  aquatic  wildlife  would  be 
adversely   affected  by  wilderness  designation  because  improvements 
would  not  be  possible  (p.  90) ,  without  mentioning  erosion  and 
other  adverse  impacts  to  aquatic  habitats  from  roading. 

Here  and  elsewhere,  the  Supplement  gives  the  erroneous  impres- 
sion that  wildlife  and  wilderness  uses  could  continue  largely 
^  Q  unaffected  by  the  proposed  non-wilderness  uses,  even  though,  as 

stated  on  page  87  of  the  DEIS,  naturalness  would  be  lost  "forever" 
throughout  the  WSA. 

An  important  question  concerning  Castle  Peak  is  the  fire 
hazard  posed  by  the  dead  timber  in  the  area.   Let  it  be  said  from 
the  outset  that  fire  is  a  natural  process  which  opens  up  forage 
for  wildlife,  gives  rise  to  a  natural  plant  succession,  and  that 
Castle  Peak  should  be  as  a  place  where  this  process  could 

take  its  course  without  man's  interference. 

In  weighing  the  merits  of  various  approaches  to  the  fire 
hazard  in  the  area,  the  example  of  the  Flattops  Wilderness  Area 
is  instructive.   Flattops  received  its  designation  despite  an 
identical  fire  hazard  problem. 

Opinions  as  to  the  probability  of  fire  in  such  an  area  differ 
considerably.   McCarthy,  of  the  WRNF,  feels  that  the  potential  for 
fire  is  increasing  right  now  because  windfall  and  other  factors 
are  causing  the  wood  to  become  broken  up.   He  also  feels  that  the 
amount  of  fuels  build-up  would  prevent  a  forest  fire  in  Flattops 
from  being  kept  within  reasonable  limits. 


Respons 


This    FFIS    In    Chapter    4    points   out    that    forest         production    In 
the    Bull    Gulch    and    Castle    Peak   WSA's    ftotal    allowable    cut    Is 
,65  million   board    feet)    is   very   small   when  compared    to   the 
allowable    harvest    of    35.9   million    board    feet    on    the    surrounding 
White  River  National    Forest.      Therefore,    a  major  portion  of    the 
income    from   timber   production    is    from  outside    the    resource   area. 


Ret 
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The  U.S.  Forest  Service  estimates  the  carrying  capacity  of 
seven  wildernesses  on  the  White  River  National  Forest  will  not 
be  reached  until  about  the  year  2000  (Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  White  River  National  Forest  Land  and 
Resource  Management  Plan).   Estimates  indicate  wilderness 
recreation  use  of  the  four  WSAs,  if  all  were  designated  as 
wilderness,  would  be  less  than  one  percent  of  the  total  use  in 
the  local  region  and  would  not  be  significant  in  satisfying 
future  wilderness  recreation  demand. 

In  the  context  of  the  comment,  "overflow"  is  synonymous  with 
"displacement"  as  used  in  the  DEIS  and  FEIS  on  the  RHP  since 
both  terms  refer  to  a  shift  in  the  location  of  use. 


..,,,,,-, 


Roads  constructed  and  maintained  with  adequate  design 
considerations,  as  required  by  the  required  management 
stipulations  adopted  inthe  RMP,  are  expected  to  have  no 
significant  adverse  effects  on  erosion,  water  quality  or 
aquatic  habitat.   Flk  calving  grounds  would  be  avoided  bee 
of  the  required  management  stipulations  In  the  RMP.   Most 
the  roads  would  be  closed  following  harvesting  which  will 
reduce  impacts  of  human  use. 


■  | . .  . ; .  --. 
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here  are  many  actions  or  degrees  of  actions  that  would  impair 
aturalness  as  defined  In  the  Wilderness  Act  but  would  have  a 
ifferent  effect  on  other  resources  including  wildlife  and 
ecreation.   For  example,   activities  such  as  timber  management 
ould  not  significantly  affect  wildlife  habitat  or  populations 
ut  would  substantially  impair  naturalness. 
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On  the  other  hand,  he  and  other  foresters  point  out  that  the 
right  combination  of  aridity  and  wind  which  would  precipitate  a 
bad  fire  rarely  occur  at  this  high  elevation,  as  indicated  by  the 
fact  that  75%  of  Flattops  Wilderness  has  experienced  no  fire  in 
the  40  years  since  the  beetle  infestation.   Also,  a  study  of  the 
probability  of  fire  in  the  area  found  the  risk  to  be  low. 

Furthermore,  fire  control  in  widlerness  areas     not  ruled 
out  by  the  Wilderness  Act,  and,  in  fact,  is  permitted  with  cer- 
tain stipulations  in  the  Flattops  area.   The  Flattops  Fire  Manage- 
ment Plan,  for  example,  specifies  how  long  and  on  how  much  acreage 
a  fire  can  be  permitted  to  burn,  depending  on  the  soil  vulnerability 
of  the  area,  and  whether  the  fire  was  naturally  ignited  or  man- 
caused.   The  regional  forester  may  even  authorize  use  of  helicopters 
or  bulldozers,  if  necessary. 

We  propose  that  a  fire  management  plan  similar  to  the  Flat- 
tops can  be  devised  for  Castle  Peak,  such  that  in  the  rare  event 
a  fire  started,  it  would  at  least  have  a  chance  of  being  kept 
within  reasonable  bounds  (dependent  on  the  fuel  build-up,  wind,  etc.) . 
Meanwhile,  the  area  would  be  spared  the  ravages  of  development. 

One  might  even  venture  to  guess  that  over  the  long  term, 
considering  the  low  risk  of  fire,  that  the  effort,  expense,  and 
adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  control  of  future  forest  fires, 
might  come  to  less  than  those  which  will  surely  result  from  the 
diverse  developments  proposed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Roading  for  the  purpose  of  wildlife  habitat  management  is 
another  debatable  issue.   Wildlife  experts  agree  that  elk  need 
the  cover  and  thermal  barriers  provided  by  dense  tree  stands, 
and  also  the  mobility  and  browsability  provided  by  open  meadows. 
The  question  is  in  what  combination. 

The  Technical  Supplement  does  not  indicate  whether  the 
balance  of  these  needs  is  currently  deficient  in  Castle  Peak  or 
whether  correcting  any  identified  imbalance  by  roading  would 
outweigh  the  adverse  impacts  (noise  and  stress)  on  wildlife  of 
these  very  same  roads  and  human  activity. 

The  substantial  short-term  decline  in  big  game,  described 
in  the  Technical  Supplement,  would  take  a  large  toll  on  the  local 
economy,  while  the  projected  long-term  gain  in  big  game  is  highly 
questionable,  considering  that  there  is  no  plan  to  close  the  roads 
after  habitat  improvements  and  timbering  are  completed .   Rather , 
they  will  be  left  open  for  ORV  use,  continuing  the  impacts  of  noise 
and  stress  associated  with  human  use.   Also  not  mentioned  in  the 
Technical  Supplement  is  that  the  long-term  gains  in  big  game  will 
be  at  the  expense  of  wildlife  diversity  which  now  thrives  in  Castle 
Peak's  undisturbed  ecosystem. 


Res ponse    11 

Under   the   proposed   Action,    public   access    into    the  Castle   Peak 
area  would    continue    to   be    limited    to    designated    roads  and 
trails.       In   addition    to    the    above    limitations   on   access,    if    it 
hecame    necessary,    other    limitations    outlined    in    Appendix    I 
would    be    applied.      These    stipulations    Include   but    are    not 
limited    to    seasonal    closures.      This   access    Is    required    for 
management    of    other    resources.      Public   access   often    allows 
better   big   game    harvest    thus    reducing    the    pressure   on    the 
winter    range    for    food.       Increased    public    access    to    Castle   Peak 
was    identified  as  a    need    by    the    Colorado   Division   of   Wildlife 
during    the   scoping  process    for   the   RMP. 

The    location,    number,    and    type   of   roads    into  an  area    will    be 
made    through  a   site-specific    analysis   prior   to   implementation 
of  a    project.      Following   completion   of   a    project,    any    roads 
will    be   evaluated   on  a    case-by-case  basis   to  determine    if    they 
should    be   closed   or    remain    open    to   public    use. 

None  of    the   actions    identified  within    the   Castle   Peak  WSA  would 
be    expected    to    significantly   affect    wildlife   diversity. 
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IMorever,  the  final  RMP/DEIS  fills  to  clarify  wh.ther  erosion 
associated  with  residing  will  conflict  with  plans  for  aquatic  and 
riparian  habitats. 

Concerning  the  need  to  leave  Castle  Peak  open  for  ORV  use  as 
a  "scenic  area  for  family  camping"  (p.  91),  this  is  clearly  not  an 
urgent  priority  considering  11  ,  low  ORV  use  presontly 

occurring  in  the  WSA"  (p.  81) j  2|  "ORV  use  on  public  land  is  a 
..  —  small  percentage  of  the  total  use  for  th  iiikis,  p.  172)  | 

■  O   l)  801  of  the  land  area  in  the  RA  is  open  to  ORV  u.-.- 

Altcrnativei  i)     30  times  more  land  in  the  RA  is  av.i  notor- 

ized than  for  non-motorized  recreation;  and  5)  according  to  map  3- 
19,  large  amounts  of  new  roaded  areas  will  be  opened  up  in  all 
alternatives. 

Even  if  roading  in  Castle  Peak  was  justified  on  other  grounds, 
it  can  be  questioned  on  budgetary  grounds  alone .   At  a  rough  esti- 
mate of  $5,000  per  mile,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  of  the  proposed 
roaded  uses  would  prove  cost  ,  .specially  in  light  of  the 

reliable  and  proven  hunting  income  which  would  be  lost  in  the  process. 
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The  BLM's  management  schemes  for  Castle  Peak  also  assume  a 
large  budget  for  the  non-extractive  resources,  such  as  water  and 
wildlife,  which  is  somewhat  doubtful  considering  the  minerals 
emphasis  currently  in  effect  throughout  the  agency.   In  a  time 
of  uncertain  future  funding.  Castle  Peak's  multiple  resources  are 
better  and  more  inexpensively  managed  by  wilderness  management 
than  by  production  uses. 

In  sum,  the  Colorado  Wilderness  Network  believes  that,  des- 
pite the  temptation  to  exploit  Castle  Peak's  marginal  timber  and 
ORV  potential,  these  resources  are  more  replaceable  than  wilder- 
ness. Therefore,  the  long-term  public  interest  is  better  served 
by  Castle  Peak  as  wilderness. 


BULL  GULCH 


The  last  minute  rejection  of  Bull  Gulch  for  a  wilderness 
recommendation  is  questionable  in  the  extreme.   The  area  has 
received  close  to  unanimous  support  in  the  public  comments  cited 
in  the  Technical  Supplement,  at  open  houses  in  May  1962,  and  at 
public  hearings  in  December  1982.   Agency  support,  as  well,  is 
evident  in  the  Supplement's  glowing  description  of  the  area's 
wilderness  qualifications,  following  which  the  rationale  for  a 
non-wilderness  recommendation  appears  highly  incongruous. 

The  area  has  little  potential  in  the  way  of  timber,  minerals, 
ORV  use  or  habitat  management.   Most  of  the  small  quantities  of 
these  resources  which  do  exist  in  the  area  are  located  in  places 
where  rugged  terrain  makes  their  development  uneconomical. 


Response    17 

This    Impact    would    he    minor    ■'    ■  -of    ItOKgt    structures    on    local 

streams  and  the  •••11  i»ount  of  additional  aedlment  contributed  to  «i)or 
downst  ream  It  rtlC  Cum  when  thr  Colorado  lf*Vf  ayatem  Is  roni  t  dered  aa  a 
whole.       In    addition,     Imparts    Mould    ha    minimised    I  D|    roads    to    ILM 

atandarda    and    hy    Including      mitigating    measures    recomsvended    Hurl', 
si te-speclf Ic    planning    stages.       Oralnagea    affmcti  IMd    sediment 

yield    are    Hated    In    Appendix    \>    'fiFISj    lor    each    alternative      The    antlrlpafed 
increases    In    MdlMDl    yield    on    drainage*    In    the    Boll    Gulch    and    CootU    PeaV 
USAs    ore    Identified    In    chapter    4    of    thla    FflS.       Wo    plana    have    been   made    to 
mitigate    Injury    to    depa    and    other    atructurea.  analyala    of 

■oil    •ov-acnt    would    he    conducted    before    project    Implementat Ion. 

Response    13 

The    BLH  did    not     Identify    the    need    to    leave    Ca*tl«    PeaV    open    for    ORV   uaa    at    a 
"acenlc    area    for    family    camping."      Father,    the    quote    !•    from   a    public 
comment    recelvad    during    the    intenelve    wllderneaa    Inventory   on    the    Ciatlo 
Peak    unit 


Heaponae    1* 


wllde 


recreation    ta   not    necessarily   cheaper   than 
..-nagement    of   other    typea   of    recreation,    Including   motorized    recreation. 
It      nay   he   nore   expensive   depending  on   amounts   of    uae ,    the   capability  of    the 
area   to   accomodate    that    uae,    and    the    fact    that    the   area   may   have   to   he 

mid    degrade    the    values    and    experiences    that 


uae    that 


protected  r  rom  ovrruae  that  vouirr  degrade  tne  vaiuea  onn  experiences  mat 
attract  the  uae  In  the  flrat  ploce.  Although  the  lapacta  of  nonmotorlzed 
recreotlon  could  be  fewer  and  leaaer  In  degree  than  motorized  recreation, 
the    threshold    of   acceptoble    Impoct    could   also   be    lower. 

Response    15 

The    recommendations  and    rationale    In    the   DEIS  were   baaed   upon   the 
application   of    the   planning    criteria   and   quality   standards    In    BLM's 
Wilderness   Study  Policy   that    are   documented    In   the   DEIS  and    the   technical 
supplement    to    the   DEIS. 

The   recommendations    In    the   RHP  and    this   FEIS  also   consider   the    Information 
and   opinions    in    the   comments    received   during   the    formal    public   comment 
period   on   the   DEIS.      Rased    portly  on   public   comments,    10,414  acres    In    the 
Bull    Culcb  USA   are   now   recommended    suitable    for   wilderness   designation. 

The   timber  and  woodland   resources   recommended    for  management    In    the 
nonsultable    portion   of    the    Bull    Gulch  USA   under   the   Proposed   Action   would    be 
physically   accessible   and   some   stands   ore   accessible   using  existing   roads. 
All    areas    Identified    for   management    are   on      elopes    less    than   40   percent. 


The  fuel wood  resources 
the  total  potential  am 
addition,  plnyon  and  jt 
their   high    BTU  outputs. 


In    the  USA  would   represent    approximately   9  percent 
uol    allowable   harvest    level    under   the   RHP.      In 
nlper    are    preferred    over  other    species    because    of 
Woodland    products   are    recently    In  demand, 


at 


particularly  In  the  Foglc-V«ll 
for  a  cord  of  wood  is  not  uncoi 
distance,    and   benefits   to   othei 


srea  where  a   commercial    retail    price   of    il 35 
Don.      Other   factors    such   as   accessibility, 
resources   must   also  be   considered. 
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At  the  same  time.  Bull  Gulch  preeminently  ful  fills  all  the 
qualifications  for  wilderness,  including  naturalness,  solitude,  and 
opportunities  for  primitive  recreation.   Most  striking  is  the  area's 
unusual  diversity  of  land  forms,  geological  formations,  vegetation, 
wildlife,  ecosystems,  and  opportunities  for  a  wide  variety  of  non- 
motorized  recreational  experiences. 

The  area  contains  sandstone  pinnacles,  prairie  falcon,  bald 
eagles ,  and  the  same  Maroon  sandstone  format  ions  found  in  the 
Maroon  Bells  Wilderness.   Bull  Gulch  contains  Class  A  Scenery  and 
outstanding  recreational  opportunities  for  Colorado  River  rafting, 
a  sport  which  generates  $200,000  annually  in  sales,  as  noted  in 
the  Technical  Supplement. 

In  the  face  of  this  overwhelming  evidence  for  a  wilderness 
recommendation,  the  Bull  Gulch  rationale  appears  an  unsubstantiated 
fabrication  at  best.   The  rationale  in  no  way  follows  from  the 
preceding  analysis,  and  contains  several  telling  inconsistencies. 
It  states  first  that  administrative  restrictions  (ACEC,  ORV 
closures,  etc.)  will  protect  the  area,  making  wilderness  designation 
unnecessary,  while  two  sentences  later  we  find  that  non-wilderness 
status  will  eliminate  conflicts  with  future  minerals  and  timber 
development.   The  contradictions  are  obvious.   If  non-wilderness 
status  will  allow  timber  and  mineral  development,  the  administra- 
tive "protection"  measures  apparently  will  not  protect  the  area. 
Since  the  area's  minerals  and  timber  resources  are  insignificant 
(pp.  126  and  146,  RMP/DEIS,  and  elsewhere),  why  then  do  we  have  to 
keep  the  area  open  for  this  development?   BLM  is  trying  to  have  it 
both  ways,  but  there  is  no  such  thing  as  part  wildernessl 

Exclusion  of  Bull  Gulch  based  its  alleged  lack  of  diversity 
is  also  unfounded.   Page  51  of  the  Supplement  states  that  the 
vegetative  type  represented  by  Bull  Gulch  (pinyon- juniper)  is 
unique  regionally,  but  common  to  many  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
under  review  by  the  BLM  elsewhere  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  region. 

This  statement  fails  to  acknowledge  the  many  other  vegeta- 
tion types  also  found  in  the  WSA  and  its  unusual  geologic  forma- 
tions, the  particular  combination  of  which  is  surely  not  found  in 
any  other  WSA.   That  BLM  is  able  to  claim  that  Bull  Gulch  is  not 
unique  nationally  illustrates  once  again  the  inadequacies  of  the 
Bailey-Kuchler  Vegetation  System  in  accurately  pinpointing  diver- 
sity.  The  Bailey-Kuchler  System  not  only  fails  to  break  down 
vegetative  types  into  small  enough  sub-classes,  but  leaves  out 
geologic,  hydrologic,  topographic,  elevational,  and  other  types 
of  factors  which  should  be  included  in  an  analysis  of  diversity. 

Even  if  the  combination  of  characteristics  found  in  Bull 
Gulch  could  be  found  in  other  WSA's,  its  value  in  providing  an 
alternative  type  of  wilderness  experience  within  a  region  dominated 


Response    16 

The   Bull    Gulch  USA  was   recognized   as   being  ecologically 
different    from    existing    wildernesses    locally.       However, 
numerous  other  wilderness   study  areas   in   the  western   United 
States    possess    this   same   ecological    characterization.      The 
effects   of   designation   or  nondeslgnatlon  on  diversity   In    the 
National    Wilderness    Preservation   System  on  a    regional    or 
national    level    cannot    be   determined   until    the    studies   are 
completed    for    these   other   areas. 

The   BLH's  Wilderness  Study  Policy  directs   the   use  of 
Bailey-Kuchler   system.      The    variety   of   vegetation   and 
geological    features  within   the  USA  are   Identified   as   special 
features   and    the   opportunities    for   primitive   and   unconflned 
recreation  are  documented    fsee  Chapter   3). 
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by   high-elevation,    spruce/fir    types   of   wilderness    is    reason    enough 
for    including    it    in    the   National   Wilderness    Preservation    System. 

Bull   Gulch    is    also   one   of    the    few   WSA's    of    the   pinyon-juniper 
type    located   within   convenient   driving   distance   of    Denver 

In   addition    to   an   unconvincing    rationale,    several    technical 
issues    concerning   Bull    Gulch    need    to   be    addressed    in    the    final 
wilderness   EIS.      A    recent    10th  Circuit   Court    ruling   changes    the 
way    in  which   pre-FLPMA    leases    are    to   be    handled    in   WSA's.       Previ- 
ously,   BLM   assumed    it   had    no   control    over    development    of    these 
leases    in  WSA's,    and    that    future   development   would    jeopardize    the 
manageability   of   wilderness    areas   containing    them. 

The    10th   Circuit    ruling    says    that    leases    can   be   developed 
only    if    they   contain    valid    existing    rights,    and    this   must    be   deter- 
mined  on   a   case-by-case   basis.       Since   Bull    Gulch   was    found    unsuit- 
able   for   wilderness,    in   major    part    to   provide    flexibility    for 
development  of    its   pre-FLPHA    leases    (p.    67),    the   BLM  will    now   need 
to   go   back   and   determine   whether    any   of    these    leases   do    in    fact 
contain   valid   existing    rights   whose   development   could    jeopardize 
wilderness   values.       Both    the   analysis    and    the    rationale   will    have 
to   be    rewritten   accordingly. 

A   recent   Department    of    the    Interior   decision    also    requires 
revision   of    the    final    Bull    Gulch    analysis.       BLM  managers    have   been 
directed    to   redraw   boundaries    of   WSA's    so   as    to   exclude    any   por- 
tions   containing   non-f ederally   owned    subsurface   minerals,    and    then 
to  re-evaluate   their  wilderness  potential.      Since  Bull   Gulch's 
"split   estate"    section    lies    squarely    in    its   middle,    the    area's 
WSA    status   would    seem   to   be    in   question    if    this    directive    is 
taken    literally. 

However,    the    subsurface   minerals    are    state-owned,    and    the 
state   of   Colorado   has    strongly   expressed    its   willingness    to    faci- 
litate   land   exchanges   which  will    improve   manageability   of    BLM's 
wilderness   and   other    sensitive    lands.       In    following    the    DOI    direc- 
tive,   we    urge   BLM   to   take    a    strong   stand    in   preserving   Bull    Gulch's 
WSA    status   by   making   a    wilderness    recommendation   which    specifies 
that    such   a   trade    should    take   place.      The    BLM   should   also   keep    in 
mind   that   split  estate   lands   inside  wilderness   are   no  worse   from  a 
manageability    standpoint    than    inholdings,    and   many   a   wilderness 
has    been    recommended,    inholdings    notwithstanding! 

Finally,    another   directive    from    the    Secretary   of    the    Interior 
indicates    that   no   oil    and   gas    leases    are    to   be    issued    in   WSA's    as 
of    December    1982.      We    trust    that    the   Glenwood   Springs    BLM   is 
carrying   out   this   directive   with    regard    to   all    of    its   WSA's. 


The  WSAs  are  within  a  day's   drive   (5  hours)  of  Denver  and    four  other 
major   urban    areas    in    the    state.      However,    the    significance   of    providing 
wilderness  opportunities  within   a   day's   drive  of  major  metropolitan  areas 
(SHSAs)    Is    low  because   of    the    supply   of    existing   wilderness  and   other 
potential    wilderness    that    are  also  within  a  day's  drive  of   these  cities. 

Bull    Gulch   and   Castle   Peak    have    limited    legal    access,    and   Hack   Lake   has 
limited   convenient   physical    access  because  of    topography.      Limited   access 
could   discourage    visitation   and   overuse   but    could    also   channel    use   into   a 
few  areas  and   cause   overuse   of    those   areas. 


Respons 
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According    to  a  Department    of    the    Interior   Solicltor'a  opinion  dated 
12/10/82  on    the    10th   Circuit    Court    of   Appeals    ruling  and   current    Bureau 
policy,    BLM's    Interim  management    policy  on  pre-FLPMA   leases   in   effect 
since    1981    has    not    changed,    and    the  analysis    in    the   DEIS   of    the    effect 
that    pre-FLPMA   leases  would  have  on  manageability  was  correct.      However, 
since    the   DEIS  was    published,    all    pre-FLPMA   leases   have   expired  and    the 
analysis    in    this  FEIS  reflects    the  current    situation. 


Respo 
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The  U.S.    District   Court    for   the  Eastern   District   of  California   issued   a 
decision   on   April    1,    1985,    In    Slerrs    Club   v.    Watt    concerning  certain 
lands   deleted    from  wilderness    review   In    1982  and    1983.      This  decision 
restored    to  wilderness    review  sll    lands   having    split    surface  and 
sub-surface  ownership   including   the   636  acre  parcel    In    the  Bull    Gulch  WSA 
where    the    sub-surface    (mineral)   estate    is   owned    by    the    state. 


!'<-■ 
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Under  the  Proposed  Action  and  All  Wilderness  Alternative,  efforts  would 
be  made  to  acquire  the  mineral  estate  from  the  State  of  Colorado. 
Current  policy  Is  not  to  attempt  such  exchanges  until  an  area  has  been 
designated  as  wilderness  by  Congress.   The  state-owned  minerals  do 
present  a  manageability  problem  because  of  the  access  and  development 
rights  that  would  be  tied  to  any  leases  issued  by  the  State.   However, 
the  problem  is  considered  to  be  minor  because  of  the  low  mineral 
potent  la  1  . 

Response  21 

This  prohibition  Is  in  effect.  Under  current  policy,  no  new  leases  can 
be  issued  within  the  WSAs  until  Congress  would  release  an  area  through 
legislation. 
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Much  of  the  above  discussion  of  problems  with  Bull  Gulch's 
non-wilderness  recommendation  rationale  apply  also  to  Hack  Lake. 
Like  Bull  Gulch,  Hack  Lake  has  outstanding  wilderness  characteristics, 
few  conflicts,  and  the  BLM's  rationale  is  inconsistent  with  its 
analysis.   In  addition  to  its  scenic,  wildlife,  backpacking,  and 
hunting  opportunities,  Hack  Lake  also  provides  good  fishing  oppor- 
tunities.  The  area  contains  threatened  Colorado  River  Cutthroat 
Trout,  and,  as  with  Bull  Gulch,  neither  its  timber,  mineral  or  ORV 
potentials  are  significant  (pp.  20  and  31) . 

Despite  its  undeniable  wilderness  qualifications  --  easy 
manageability  and  lack  of  conflicts  --  the  BLM  appears  to  have 
engineered  Hack  Lack's  elimination  through  a  rationale  which  seems 
arbitrary  and  contrived.   Among  the  Quality  Standards  which  BLM  is 
required  to  use  in  evaluating  its  WSA's  is  "consistency  with  other 
governmental  plans."   The  BLM  rejects  Hack  Lake  on  the  grounds  that, 
because  Congress  has  not  conferred  wilderness  designation  on  areas 
which,  like  Hack  Lake,  lie  below  Flattops  Wilderness  rim,  it  does 
not  intend  these  areas  to  be  wilderness. 

A  review  of  the  Hearing  Record  on  the  history  of  Flattops' 
Wilderness  designation  reveals  nothing  to  warrant  this  conclusion. 
There  is  no  reason  to  believe  these  neighboring  areas  might  not 
be  considered  for  wilderness  at  a  future  date.   Even  if  they  are 
not,  the  BLM  is  not  prevented  from  recommending  Hack  Lake  through 
its  own  separate  and  distinct  wilderness  study  process. 

If  fact,  BLM  should  take  the  initiative  in  this,  since  a 
wilderness  designation  for  Hack  Lake  could  lead  to  the  designation 
of  nearby  areas,  as  well.   Natural  areas  throughout  Colorado  with 
jurisdictions  split  between  the  Forest  Service  and  the  BLM  risk 
losing  their  natural  values  because  of  the  refusal  of  the  two 
agencies  to  collaborate  in  their  protection.   Hack  Lake  is  no 
exception. 

More  important,  BLM  has  not  weighed  the  "consistency"  argu- 
ment equally  with  the  other  Quality  Standards.   Clearly,  the 
consistency    standard  has  been  given  undue  consideration ,  to 
the  exclusion  of  other  Quality  Standards,  such  as  naturalness 
and  "effects  of  wilderness  on  other  resources,"  whereas  a  balanced 
appraisal  of  all  standards  most  likely  would  have  produced  a 
wilderness  recommendation. 

Like  Bull  Gulch's  rationale,  Hack  Lake's  rationale  will  need 
revisions  in  the  final  wilderness  EIS,  to  bring  it  into  line  with 
the  preceding  analysis. 


Response  22 

A  letter  received  from  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  in  July  1981, 
stated  it  was  their  interpretst Ion  that  Congress  intended  for 
the  wilderness  to  be  located  above  the  topographic  rim.   An 
additional  comment  from  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  received 
during  the  publ 1 c  comment  period  expressed  the  concern  of 
manageability  on  nonwi lderness  national  forest  lands  and  the 
fact  that  the  entire  Hack  Lake  WSA  Is  tied  to  the  Flat  Tops  by 
only  two  narrow  strips  of  lsnd. 
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UNIVERSITY  or  COLORADO  vVlLDERNESS  STUDY  GROUP 


January  ?1,  1°E3 
Bureau  or  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  1009 
Glenwot  81602 

Dear  Mr.  Wr:   .  Fl 

d  be  Included  included  In  the  public  comment  period 

ly  Group  and  agree  ..:  rnendatlons 

ilch  and  Castle  Peak  to  be  designated  as  Wllder- 
•-■as.     I  do  not  feel  that  it  Is  adequate    .o  not  designate  a 

lldemess  sl/nply  because  its  current  management 
: .  known  to  chanpe 
and  o: 

:  wild  state.     All  three  c: 
areas  are  wild  and  pristine  now  and  have  unique  qual : 
•■  inclusion  In  the  National 
ise  consider  the  consequences  posi 

nubile  lands. 

. 

Boulder,  CO  80302 


UNIVERSITY    MEMOBlM.  CENTER         bOULSER,   COLORADO     SOJOi      <.iO)}t9J  -687C 


BESP0NSE  TO  COHWENTEB  34 


Thank  you  for  your 
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BULL  GULCH  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA 
(CO-070-430) 


University  of  Colorado 
wilderness  Study  Group 


May,  1981 
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BULL  GULCH  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA (CO-070-4 30) 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management (BLM) is  currently  in  the  study 
phase  of  its  review  of  unappropriated  public  lands  for 
the  purpose  of  ultimately  designating  certain  lands  as  wil- 
derness.  As  directed  by  the  1976  Federal  Land  Policy  Manage- 
ment Act,  the  process  of  review  involves  Initial  and  Inten- 
sive Inventories,  public  comment  periods,  information  soli- 
citing, and  finally,  designation  of  the  reviewed  lands  as 
either  Wilderness  Study  Areas(WSA),  or  non-wild  public  land. 

Bull  Gulch,  Inventory  number  CO-070-430  is  a  WSA  in  the  Glen- 
wood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Grand  Junction  District.   Bull 
Gulch  is  south  of  Burns,  Colorado,  and  is  bordered  entirely 
on  the  west  side  by  the  Colorado  River  in  Eagle  County.   Bull 
Gulch  WSA  is  15,000  acres,  and  has  been  extensively  subdivi- 
ded, primarily  to  exclude  ways  and  roads. 

Natural  Characteristics 

Bull  Gulch  is  relatively  dry,  receiving  25  to  35  inches  of 
precipitation  a  year,  most  of  which  is  snowfall.   The  ele- 
vation varies  from  6400  feet  along  the  Colorado  River  to 
9700  feet  along  the  southeastern  boundary.   The  topography 
is  very  rugged.   Most  of  the  unit  comprises  of  side  canyons 
of  the  Colorado  River.   Bull  Gulch  itself  is  an  interesting 
canyon  because  of  its  red  rock  cliffs,  which  are  the  same 
rock  formations  as  those  at  Maroon  Bells .   There  are  also 
interesting  pinnacle  formations  near  Jack  Flats.   Bull  Gulch 
has  many  diverse  ecosystems.   Along  the  Colorado  River  and 
in  some  of  the  side  canyons  there  is  a  riparian  plant  com- 
munity.  North  and  northwest  facing  slopes  are  dense  with 
aspen,  spruce,  and  Douglas  Fir  stands,  with  areas  of  Ponder- 
osa  pine  in  the  lower  Meadow.   The  canyons  in  lower  eleva- 
tions have  pinyon-juniper  on  their  sides,  while  grasses, 
broomweed,  and  sage  brush,  grow  on  rugged  canyon  walls, 
gypsum  hills  and  in  the  numerous  meadows  in  the  unit. 
There  are  three  soil  types  found  in  Bull  Gulch.   The  Hop- 
largids-Usorthents-Argiborolls  association  is  characterized 
as  cool,  shallow  to  deep,  well-drained  soil  found  on  level 
to  moderately  steep  slopes  on  foothills  and  fans.   The  Hap- 
lobrolls-Agriborols-Eutroboralls  association  is  cool,  shal- 
low to  deep,  well-drained  soil  found  on  level  to  moderately 
steep  benches  and  mountain  slopes .   The  Calciboralls-Hap- 
loboralls-Haplargrids  association  is  cool,  shallow  to  moder- 
ately deep,  well-drained  soil  found  on  sloping  to  steep  ben- 
ches and  mountain  slopes. 

Resources 


Wildlife: 
Bull  Gulch  has 


great  abundance  and  diversity  of  wildlife. 
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The  Colorado  Oivlalon  of  wildlife  has  identified  parts  of 
Bull  Gulch  at  critical  muledeer  and  elk  winter  range.   The 
unit's  major  game  species  include  mule  deer,  elk  and  black 
bear.   Coyotes,  pikas,  gophers,  porcupines,  squirrels,  chip- 
munks, raccoon ,  and  snowshoe  hare  are  common  smal 1  game . 
Blue  grouse  live  in  the  more  wooded  valleys  and  ptarmigan 
find  shelter  in  the  sagebrush  and  meadows.   Both  prairie  fal- 
cons and  Bald  eagles  nest  in  Bull  Gulch,  and  there  is  a  good 
possibility  that  mountain  lion  are  found  in  the  unit.   The 
Colorado  River  contains  many  popular  fish  species  including 
native,  rainbow,  and  brown  trout,  and  largemouth  bass. 

The  wildlife  resources  would  definitely  better  protected  if 
the  area  was  given  Wilderness  designation. 


Timber: 

Timber  is  sparse  in  the 
firewood  gathering  does 
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and  fencepost  gather - 
people  living  near 
f  white  River  Nation- 


Grazing: 

Grazing  does  take  place  within  the  Bull  Gulch  WSA,  but  has 
little  effect  upon  the  area's  naturalness  and  is  compatible 
with  wilderness  designation.   The  following  allotments  are 
entirely  or  partly  within  the  the  Bull  Gulch  Unit: 


MA  HE 


LESSEE 


AUM3 


8616 
8625 

8639 

8642 
8643 


Deer  Pen  Gulch 
Bull  Bulch  Common 

Upper  Cottonwood 
Trail  Gulch  AMP 
Blowout  AMP 


Bent  Land  Livestock  900 

Eag le  Range  Land  t  526 
Albertson  Cattle  Co. 

Brush  Creek  Eagle  River  Co.  265 

Luark  655 

Leroy  Mayn  Ranch  535 


Minerals : 

No  minerals  have  been  identified  to  exist  in  economically 
valuable  amounts  or  locations  within  the  unit.   Potential 
for  mossrock  and  sand  and  gravel  extraction  is  limited,  and 
would  be  expensive.   Gold  placer  claims  have  been  staked  on 
the  eastern  boundary  of  the  unit.   Gypsum  also  may  be  po- 
tentially mined  along  the  Colorado  River. 

There  are  eleven  oil  and  gas  leases  located  in  the  Bull 
Gulch  unit  totalling  9735  acres: 


Lease  Date 


Lease  Acreage 
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C-16559 
C-16560 
C-19399 
C-20518 
C-20520 
C-20553 
C-20555 
C-20818 
C-23483 


9/1/72 
9/1/72 
12/1/73 
6/1/74 
6/1/74 
6/1/74 
6/1/74 
9/1/74 
5/1/76 


46 

1184 

2318 

500 

547 

630 

1653 

40 

342 


There  is  no  oil  and  gas  exploration  occurring  in  the  unit. 

Recreation: 

Recreational  potential  within  the  unit  is  great.   The  visi- 
tor can  undoubtedly  experience  solitude,  and  the  landscape 
is  conducive  to  primitive  recreation,  backpacking,  hiking, 
photography,  bird  watching,  wildlife  study,  botany,  etc., 
are  all  activities  which  are  well  suited  to  the  Bull  Gulch 
area.   Rafting  the  Colorado  River  on  the  western  boundary 
is  popular  and  Jack  Flats  serves  as  a  scenic  picnic  area. 
Hunting  and  fishing  are  the  most  common  forms  of  recreation 
in  the  unit. 

Water i 

There  are  two  sources  of  water  in  the  unit;  the  water  in  the 
Colorado  River,  and  the  springs  within  the  unit.   The  devel- 
oped springs  are  poorly  maintained,  and  are  only  used  for 
grazing.   The  uneven  terrain  tends  to  funnel-off  surface 
water,  and  the  depth  to  ground  water  averages  over  eighty 
feet.   Runoff  is  high  and  soil  permeability  is  low  to  mod- 
erate.  Spring  water  would  probably  be  better  protected 
through  Wilderness  designation. 

Recommendation 


The  University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study 
that  Bull  Gulch  Wilderness  Study  Area  be  de 
ness.  The  area  is  particularly  unique  beca 
logic  features,  vegetative  diversity,  and  w 
Bull  Gulch  can  be  considered  one  of  the  rea 
Colorado  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Wilderne 
most  assuredly  feel  that  wilderness  designa 
or  enhance  more  of  the  areas  resources  than 
them,  and  that  preserving  this  unique  Wilde 
is  the  logical  goal. 
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1)  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Case  Files:  BLM  District  Office, 
Denver,  Colorado 

2)  Bob  Miller;  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Denver,  Colora- 
do.  825-1192. 

3)  Jim  Habbit;  Wilderness  Planner,  BLM  District  Office,  Glen- 
wood  Springs,  Colorado.   945-2341 

4)  Soil  Maps:  Eagle  and  Garfield  counties. 
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University  of  Colorado 
Wilderness  Study  Group 
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HACK  LAKE  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA (CO-070-42 5 ) 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management (BLM) is  currently  in  the  stu- 
dy phase  of  its  review  of  unappropriated  public  lands  for 
the  purpose  of  ultimately  designating  certain  lands  as  wil- 
derness.  As  directed  under  the  19  76  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  Act,  the  process  of  review  involves  Initial  and 
Intensive  Inventories ,  public  comment  periods,  information 
soliciting,  and  finally,  designation  of  the  reviewed  lands 
as  either  wilderness  study  areas,  or  non-wild  public  lands. 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  must  be  5000  acres  or  more,  or  be 
contiguous  to  existing  wilderness.   It  must  be  determined 
to  have  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive, 
unconfined,  recreation.   The  latter  determinant  is,  of  course, 
subjective.   Final  Wilderness  Study  Areas  are  to  be  managed 
in  a  way  "that  the  BLM  lias  determined  does  not  impair  the 
land's  suitability  for  preservation  as  wilderness."   Mining 
activities,  if  governed  by  the  1872  Mining  Law,  take  prece- 
dent over  all  other  activities ,  and  Grandfathered  Uses, 
those  undertaken  prior  to  1976  FLMPA,  are  also  allowed,  in 
the  interim  study  period.   Final  classification  of  these 
lands  will  be  in  1992  on  the  basis  of  wilderness  values. 

Hack  Lake,  Inventory  number (CO-070-425) is  a  wilderness  study 
area  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Grand  Junction 
District.   Hack  Lake  WSA  is  ^,600  acres,  and  is  contiguous 
to  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Area,  along  the  WSA's  northern  boun- 
dary.  The  Eagle/Garfield  County  line  passes  through  the 
area. 

Natural  Characteristics 

Hack  lake  is  a  very  diverse  area.   It  is  dry  in  lower  ele- 
vations ,  while  being  relatively  lush  in  higher  elevations. 
The  altitude  ranges  from  7,600  feet  to  11,034  feet  in  the 
northwest  corner  of  the  unit.   The  area  exhibits  a  range 
of  communities  from  desert,  dry  with  cactus  and  sparse 
grasses,  to  lush  stands  of  aspens  along  the  Hack  Creek  drai- 
nage, and  spruce-fir  woods  around  the  lake  area.   Hack  Lake's 
topography  can  be  summed  up  as  being  the  slope  of  mountain, 
with  its  summit  in  the  Flat  Top  Wilderness.   There  is  one 
type  of  soil  found  in  the  Hack  Lake  Unit,  which  is  the  Cry- 
oboralls-Cryoboralls-Cryorthents.   This  tends  to  be  a  cold, 
deep  to  shallow  well-drained  soild  found  on  sloping  to  steep 
mountain  sides  and  mesas. 

Natural  Resources 

Wildlife: 

An  important  resource  in  the  Hack  Lake  WSA  is  wildlife. 
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Contiguous  to  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Ar-  has 

much  of  the  same  w          tfhils  ■>  maji  .0,000 

oik  roai  herd  of 

600  oik  arc  conl  ecias 

inclui 

Small  gi  haro, 

>yoti_',  weasel,  marten,  beaver,  squirrels,  chJ 
munks,  gophers,  pikas,  porcupines  and  marmots.  Fowl  i r 
mallards  and  I 

Hack  Lake  is  stocked  and  supports  gs  popula- 
tion ol           mt.   Also  found  are  rainbow  and  brook 
trout.   According  to  the  proprietor  ot  -iter  Lake 
Resort,  Larry  Cay,  Fishing  is  the  single  most  popular  r< 
reation  in  the  unit . 

Grazing 

Grazing  is  currently  a  major  use  within  the  unit,  but  since 
grazing  is  allow.  is  area,  it  is  not  consid- 

■ 
allotments  arc  within  the  Hack  Lake  Wilderness  Study  Area: 

NUMBER        NAME  LESSEE  AUMs 

8632  Upper  Li •■  ohn  Burnel       338 

Croek 

8633  Upper  Hack  Creek  John  Burnel  384 

8634  Three  Springs  Two  Rivers  Ranch  60 
8627     Sugarloaf  John  Burnel  50 
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Timber 

Timber  is  very  sparse  within  Hack  Lake.   The  spruce  and  fur 
trees  around  the  lake  are  young  since  the  area  is  still  re- 
covering froma  massive  beetle  kill  in  the  1940's.   The  trees 
in  Hack  Lake  are  not.  economically  feasible  for  harvestation , 
especially  with  nearby  areas  abundant  in  timber. 

Minerals 

There  are  no  mineral  claims  or  leases  in  the  area,  although 
there  could  possibly  be  some  potential  for  oil  and  gas  ex- 
ploration. Oil  and  gas  exploration  could  be  expensive  and 
probably  not  economically  feasible.  A  gold  placer  claim 
was  mafle  in  the  area  about  forty  years  ago,  but  no  extrac- 
tion took  place.  Moss  rock  is  also  in  the  area  but  no  ex- 
traction has  taken  place. 

Recreation 

The  recreational  potential  of  the  area  is  a  major  resource 
if  not  the  largest  resource.   Recreational  resources  include 
the  Ute  Trail  which  long  ago  was  used  and  maintained  by  the 
Ute  Indians.   The  Ute  trail  follows  the  slope  up  to  Hack 
Lake  and  the  ridge.   It  continues  on  into  the  Flat  Tops  wil- 
derness.  A  log  cabin  is  maintained  by  sportsmen,  and  is 
close  to  the  lake.   This  cabin  was  built  in  the  1940's  by 
a  sheepherder.   Another  cabin  was  built  in  the  late  1880 "s 
but  has  disintegrated  with  time. 

Hunting  is  another  major  form  of  recreation  in  the  area. 
The  Sweetwater  Lake  Resort,  at  the  base  of  the  Ute  Trail, 
is  one  of  the  local  outfitters  and  guides  for  Hack  Lake 
and  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness.   Hunting  season  is  the  time 
of  heaviest  use. 

Fishing  is  probably  the  year  round  favorite  activity  in  the 
area.   Hack  Lake  and  probably  Hack  Creek  are  good  for  fish- 
ing.  All  of  these  forms  of  recreation  would  be  protected 
through  wilderness  designation. 

Water 

Permanent  water  sources  in  the  unit  include  Hack  Lake,  a 
couple  of  springs,  and  Hack  Creek,   wildlife  and  people 
recreating  use  this  water  for  drinking,  etc.   Wilderness 
would  protect  these  water  sources. 

Recommendation 

The  University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study  Group  after  do- 
ing field  surveys  and  reviewing  resource  conflicts  recom- 
mends that  the  Hack  Lake  Wilderness  Study  Area  be  designa- 
ted Wilderness.   Although  there  are  problems  with  contigu- 
osness  with  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness,  these  problems  can  be 
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solved  by  requesting  that  the  United  States  Forest  Service 
(in  its  planning  process)keep  adjacent  areas  in  a  natural 
condition.   The  C.U.  Wilderness  Study  Group  found  almost  no 
resource  conflcts  with  wilderness  designation. 


1)  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Case  Files;  BLM  District  Office, 
Denver ,  Colorado. 

a)  Hack  Lake  WSA(CO-070-425) 

2)  Bob  Miller;  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Denver,  Colo- 
rado.  825-1192 

3)  Jim  Habbit;  Wilderness  Planner,  BLM  District  Office,  Glen- 
wood  Springs,  Colorado.   945-2341. 

4 )  Larry  Gay ,  Owner ,  Sweetwater  Lake  Resort ,  Sweetwater  Colo- 
rado.  524-9736. 


5)   Soil  Maps  of  Eagle  and  Garfield  Counties. 


Board  ul  Control 


February  2,  1983 


Mr.  Alfred  W.  Wright 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Glenwood  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

Dear  Mr.  Wright: 

At  a  recent  meeting  of  the  CCA  Board  of  Control,  held  January 
15,  1983,  discussion  was  held  as  to  the  feasibility  of  Castle 
Peak  and  Bowl  Gulch  becoming  a  part  of  the  wildnerness  system 
of  Colorado. 

The  board  pointed  out  that  such  consideration  had  been  previously 
given  and  a  study  had  been  completed.  One  of  our  members,  Mr. 
John  Benton,  has  written  to  you  outlining  the  concerns  of 
adding  Castle  Peak  and  Bowl  Gulch.  The  board  reviewed  Mr. 
Benton's  documentation  and  voted  unanimously  to  support  his 
position. 

Also  discussed  during  the  meeting  was  the  problem  of  AUMs  of 
which  the  board  requests  close  scrutiny. 

We  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  support  towards  the 
withdrawal  of  Castle  Peak  and  Bowl  Gulch  from  wildnerness 

consideration. 


Sincerely, 

David  G.  Rice,  Jr.   71 
Vice  President      ^ 

Legislation/Federal  Lands 
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Thank  you  for  your  comments 
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February  3.  1983 


Alfred  Wright,  Area  Manager 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1009 
Glrnwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

Dear  Hr.  Wright: 

These  comments  constitutes  the  response  of  the  Minerals 
Exploration  Coalition  (MEC)  to  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  -  resource  management  plan  on  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  The  MEC  Is  a  coalition 
of  exploration  companies  and  Individuals  conducting 
exploration  on  federal  lands. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  wilderness  areas  designated 
after  December  31.  1983,  will  be  withdrawn  from  appro- 
priation under  the  mining  and  leasing  laws,  we  believe 
that  all  areas  with  mineral  and  energy  potential  should 
be  excluded  from  wilderness  designation,  even  though  no 
economic  deposit  Is  now  known.   The  withdrawal  limitations 
will  preclude  the  collection  of  new  data,  and  new  areas 
of  mineral  potential  will  not  be  found.  With  new 
discoveries  effectively  stopped,  the  policy  of  excluding 
all  currently  known  mineral  potential  from  wilderness 
should  be  followed,  so  that  exploration  of  these  areas 
will  not  be  restricted  and  minerals  might  yet  be  produced. 
Exploratlonlsts  tend  to  look  at  the  long  term  because 
the  lead  time  of  discovery  may  be  ten  to  fifteen  years. 
The  Impact  of  wilderness  on  minerals  should  be  assessed 
over  the  long  term  (a  century  or  more).  We  believe 
that  land  use  decisions  should  be  In  conformity  with 
the  policy  statements  made  In  the  National  Minerals 
Program  Plan  and  Report  to  Congress  released  by  the 
President  In  April ,  1982. 


ursrotur  to  roMwurrea  h 

Thank    you    for   your   comment*. 


BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 
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Managing  Director 
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We  c»ll   your  attention  to  the  mineral    policy  statement  of  the  3urp-::  of  Land 
Management.     On  page  20  of  this  document,  the  following  statement  is  rade 
"to  protect  other  resource  values   from  damage  associated  with  mineral   activities, 
the  BLM  is  allowed  to  withdraw  lands  for  certain  uses,   thus  closing  them  to 
mineral  entry.     The  BLM  may  also  place  constraints  on  the  associated  miner*) 
activities,  such  as  no  surface  facilities'. 

On  page  161,  as  part  of  the  preferred  alternative  cumulative  impacts  on 
minerals,  a  list  of  land  closures   Is  shown;  e.g.,   98,852  acres  of  public  an; 
private  land  closed  to  mineral    location;  55,770  acres  of  public  and  private 
land  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing;  42,344  acres  closed  to  oil   and  gas  surfac» 
facilities;   11,552  acres  closed  to  mineral   sales. 

We  have  several  concerns  about  the  attitude  BLM  seems  to  have  about  wltl- 
drawing  and  closing  lands  to  mineral   entry. 

1.  These  closed  lands  include  a  suitable  wilderness  area   (Hack  Lake), 
plus  3,456  acres  of  adjacent  land.     We  contend  that  the  Interim 
regulations  on  wilderness  management  provide  for  the  protection  o< 
resource  values.     We  feel   it  Is  Inappropriate  to  close  these  areas. 

Withdrawals  greater  than  5,000  acres  require  congressional  approval. 
We  believe  that  any  WSA  that  Is  deemed  "suitable"  by  this  stud) 
process  should  not  automatically  be  a  candidate  for  withdrawal 
action  as  a  second  layer  of  "protection". 

2.  Areas  not  recommended  for  wilderness  are  adequately  protected  by 
existing  land  use  regulations  and  this  land  use  plan  without 
withdrawal.     Any  action  to  withdraw  "non-sultable"  WSA  candidates 
could  be  viewed  as  an  attempt  to  circumvent  the  entire  BLM 
wilderness  study  program. 

3.  Included  in  these  proposed  closings  are  areas  of  private  land.     The 
MEC  does  not  know  of  any  law,   regulation  or  court  decision  that 
allows  the  federal   government  to  close  private  lands  to  leasing  or 
sale.     Because  private  lands  are  not  open  to  mineral   location.  It 
Is  a  moot  point  whether  the  federal   government  can  close  private 
lands  to  location. 

The  BLM  is  aware  of  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  decision  regarding 
wilderness  consideration  of  tracts  less  than  5,000  acres  and  the  subsequent 
removal  of  such  lands   from  further  consideration  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior. 


5-82 


Page  : 

Alfred  Wrighc-CVnwood  Spgs.   R.A. 

February  2,   1983 


36 


Eagle  Mountain  and  Hack  Lake  have  been  so  removed. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  -  resource  management  plan  for  the  Gl enwood  Springs  Resource  Area. 

Sincerely, 

„  ■„.,     ,.  ..  / 

John  0.  Wells 

Managing  Director 

MINERALS  EXPLORATION  COALITION 
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APPENDIX  1 
REQUIRED  MANAGEMENT  STIPULATIONS 


These  stipulations  will  be  included  in  project  designs  and 
are  considered  standard  operating  procedures.  Additional 
stipulations  may  be  imposed  depending  on  site-specific 
resource  objectives  and  requirements. 


AIR  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 


STIPULATIONS 


1.  Controlled  burns  and  any  other  open  burning  will 

comply  with  BLM  Manual  Section  7723,  Air  Quality 
Maintenance  Requirements,  to  minimize  air  quality 
impacts  from  resulting  particulates. 

2.  Necessary  stipulations  protecting  air  quality  from 
development  will  be  included  in  leases,  rights-of-way, 
and  other  BLM  use  permits. 

3.  All  applicable  local,  state,  and  federal  air  quality  policies, 

regulations,  and  statutes  will  be  followed. 


AQUATIC  AND  RIPARIAN 
HABITAT  STIPULATIONS 


1 .  Surface-disturbing  activities  will  be  restricted  in  or  near 

riparian  areas. 

2.  Fences  should  be  constructed  to  minimize  impact  to 
significant  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat. 

3.  Equipment  will  not  be  allowed  to  move  up  or  down 
stream  channels.  Heavy  equipment  will  cross  streams 
only  at  designated  or  constructed  crossings  with  culverts 
and  bridges  designed  to  allow  upstream  migration  of 
fish. 

4.  Fire  retardant  will  not  be  dropped  within  100  yards 
of  any  wetland  riparian  area.  Drops  of  retardant  will 
be  made  parallel  to  and  not  across  drainages. 


5.  Fire  lines,  angular  or  perpendicular  to  a  drainage,  will 
not  be  allowed  within  300  feet  of  a  drainage  to  reduce 
soil  movement  into  the  drainage  system. 

6.  If  visitor  use  causes  adverse  impacts  on  critical  riparian 

habitat,  the  visitor  use  will  be  reduced  until  the 
vegetative  conditions  are  restored. 


TERRESTRIAL  HABITAT 


STIPULATIONS 


1.  Timber  harvesting  haul  roads  will  be  seasonally  or 

permanently  closed  following  timber  harvesting  if 
disturbance  to  big  game  becomes  excessive. 

2.  Roadways,  landings,  and  other  heavily-disturbed  sites 

will  be  reclaimed  by  establishing  a  ground  cover. 

3.  Adequate  snags  for  cavity-dwelling  wildlife  species  will 

be  left  at  forest  edges,  adjacent  to  aquatic  and  riparian 
areas,  and  near  clearcut  boundaries. 

4.  Buffers  will  be  maintained  around  raptor  nest  sites. 

5.  In  wooded  areas,  clearcuts  will  be  restricted  to  40  acres 
or  less  in  size,  limited  in  width  to  400  yards,  and 
irregular  in  shape  to  enhance  edge  effect.  Adequate 
thermal  and  hiding  cover  for  deer  and  elk  will  be 
retained  in  or  adjacent  to  treatment  areas. 

6.  Forty  percent  of  an  elk  summer  range  will  be  maintained 

in  a  forested  type  with  a  75  percent  tree  canopy. 

7.  Conifer  and  aspen  harvesting  will  be  prohibited  in  elk 

calving  areas,  and  a  buffer  zone  will  be  provided  around 
these  areas.  Within  the  buffer  zone,  timber  harvesting 
will  be  prohibited  between  May  1  and  June  15. 

8.  Harvesting  in  aspen  woodland  will  be  prohibited  from 

May  1  to  July  15  unless  on-site  inspection  reveals  that 
fawning  deer  will  not  likely  be  disturbed. 

9.  Pinyon-juniper  woodland  harvesting  occurring  in  crucial 
big  game  winter  range  will  be  restricted  from  January 
16  to  April  30  if  determined  to  be  detrimental  to  big 
game. 
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10.  Powerlines  will  be  constructed  as  described  in 
Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  or  Power- 
lines  -  -  the  Stale  of  the  Art  1981. 

11.  On  reservoirs  one-half  surface  acre  or  larger  in  size, 
fencing  will  be  included  to  provide  for  development 
of  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  vegetation.  Where 
fencing  is  included,  water  will  be  piped  to  drinking 
tanks  or  water  gaps  provided  to  facilitate  livestock 
watering.  When  feasible,  islands  will  be  included  as 
part  of  the  reservoir  development. 

1 2.  Spring  boxes  and  waterlines  with  wildlife  escape  ramps 
will  be  installed  at  all  spring  developments  to  provide 
water  for  livestock  drinking  tanks.  Seep  areas  will  be 
fenced  at  the  spring  source,  and  overflow  water  will 
be  piped  to  small  fenced  retention  ponds,  where  feasible, 
to  create  riparian  habitat. 

13.  Normally,  allotment  boundary  and  road  right-of-way 
fences  will  be  four-strand  barbed  wire  with  spacing 
16,  6,  8,  and  12  inches.  Interior  pasture  fences  will 
generally  be  three-strand  barbed  wire  with  spacing  16, 
10,  and  12  inches  unless  special  circumstances  required 
a  tighter  fence.  Wire  spacings  will  be  from  the  ground 
up. 


14.  The  Recommended  Guidelines  for  the  Maintenance 
of  Sage  Grouse  Habitat  promulgated  by  the  Western 
Association  of  State  Game  and  Fish  Commissioners 
will  be  followed  when  planning  and  conducting 
sagebrush  control  projects  within  occupied  sage  grouse 
habitat.  Major  points  in  the  guidelines  include 
consultation  with  the  Division  of  Wildlife,  protection 
of  breeding  complexes  (and  nesting  areas),  winter 
concentration  areas,  and  design  of  control  areas. 

15.  Areas  receiving  moderate  to  high  soil  disturbance 
during  treatment  or  an  understory  ground  cover  less 
than  10  percent  will  be  seeded  with  a  mixture  of  grass, 
forb,  and  browse  species.  Livestock  grazing  will  be 
prohibited  on  all  seeded  areas  for  two  growing  seasons. 

16.  New  roads  or  trails  leading  to  or  on  treatment  areas 
normally  will  be  physically  closed  following  completion 
of  the  project.  Activities  occurring  during  the  winter 
or  early  spring  will  be  completed  in  the  shortest  period 
and  number  of  seasons  possible  in  critical  deer  and 
elk  winter  range. 

17.  Roads  will  be  constructed  as  outlined  in  BLM  Manual 
9143. 
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APPENDIX  2 

STANDARD  STIPULATIONS  FOR 

OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING 


At  the  discretion  of  the  authorized  officer,  the  following 
stipulations  may  be  added  to  any  oil  and  gas  leases.  They 
also  would  be  added  to  applications  for  permit  to  drill 
(APDs)  on  existing  leases  to  the  extent  consistent  with  lease 
rights.  The  number  and  types  of  stipulations  placed  on  leases 
or  APDs  would  depend  on  the  resources  present  in  the 
area. 


1.     No  Surface  Occupancy  Stipulation 

No  occupancy  or  other  activity  will  be  allowed  on  the 
following  portions  of  the  lease:  (legal  description)  to  protect 
(identify  sensitive  resource). 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  or  reduced  in  scope  if 
circumstances  change,  or  if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable 
impacts  on  the  concern(s)  identified. 


2.     Scenic  and  Natural  Values  Stipulation 

In  order  to  protect  the  outstanding  scenic  and  natural 
landscape  values  of  (identify  the  resource  and  area)  located 
on  the  following  portions  of  this  lease  (legal  description), 
special  design  and  reclamation  measures  may  be  required. 
Surface-disturbing  activities  may  be  denied  in  sensitive  areas, 
such  as  unique  geologic  features  and  rock  formations,  visually 
prominent  areas,  and  high  recreation  use  areas.  Special  design 
and  reclamation  measures  may  include  transplanting  trees 
and  shrubs,  fertilization,  mulching,  special  erosion  control 
structures,  irrigation,  site  recontouring  to  match  the  original 
contour,  buried  tanks  and  low  profile  equipment,  and 
painting  to  minimize  visual  contrasts. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  or  reduced  in  scope  if 
circumstances  change  or  if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable 
impacts  on  the  concern(s)  identified. 


3.     Steep  Slope  Stipulation 

In  order  to  prevent  unacceptable  impacts  to  soil,  water, 
and  vegetation  resources,  no  surface-disturbing  activities  will 
be  allowed  on  slopes  greater  than  40  percent.  The  following 
portions  of  this  lease  are  affected  (legal  description). 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  or  reduced  in  scope  if 
circumstances  change,  or  if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable 
impacts  on  the  concern(s)  identified. 


4.     Elk  Calving  Area  Stipulation 

In  order  to  protect  important  seasonal  wildlife  habitat; 
exploration,  drilling,  and  other  development  will  be  allowed 
only  during  the  period  from  June  15  to  May  15.  This 
limitation  does  not  apply  to  maintenance  and  operation  of 
producing  wells.  Exceptions  to  this  limitation  in  any 
particular  year  may  be  specifically  approved  in  writing  by 
the  authorized  officer.  In  addition,  no  surface-disturbing 
activity  will  be  allowed  in  aspen  stands  in  order  to  protect 
elk  calving  sites.  Affected  portions  of  this  lease  are:  (legal 
description) 


5.     Known  Cultural  Resource  Value 
Stipulation 

Important  cultural  resource  values  (identify  resource 
values)  are  present  on  portions  of  this  lease  (legal  description). 
Surface-disturbing  activities  must  avoid  known  cultural  sites 
unless  mitigation  of  impacts  is  agreed  to  by  the  authorized 
officer.  Where  impacts  cannot  be  mitigated  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  authorized  officer,  surface  occupancy  on  that  area 
must  be  prohibited. 
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6.     Watershed  Stipulation 

All  lease  operations  will  avoid  interference  with  (identify 
municipal  watershed)  located  on  the  following  portions  of 
this  lease  (legal  description).  This  may  include  the  relocation 
of  proposed  roads,  drilling  sites  and  other  facilities,  or 
application  of  appropriate  mitigating  measures. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  or  reduced  in  scope  if 
circumstances  change,  or  if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable 
impacts  on  the  concern(s)  identified. 


7.     Perennial  Streams  Water  Quality 
Stipulation 

In  order  to  reduce  impacts  to  water  quality,  surface- 
disturbing  activities  within  100  feet  of  perennial  streams 
is  limited  to  essential  roads  and  utility  crossings.  The  affected 
portions  of  this  lease  are:  (legal  description) 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  or  reduced  in  scope  if 
circumstances  change,  or  if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable 
impacts  on  the  concerns(s)  identified. 


8.     No  surface  Disturbance  (NSD)  Special 
Stipulation 


10.     Threatened  and  Endangered  Plant  Habi- 
tat Stipulations 

The  following  portions  of  this  lease  are  within  the  known 
habitat  of  the  threatened,  endangered,  sensitive,  and/or  rare 
plant  species  (species  name):  (legal  description). 

Prior  to  any  surface-disturbing  activity,  the  lessee  shall- 

a.  Engage  the  services  of  a  qualified  botanist, 
approved  by  the  authorized  officer,  to  conduct  a 
thorough  and  complete  intensive  inventory  of  the  areas 
to  be  disturbed  for  evidence  of  such  species  habitat. 

b.  Provide  the  authorized  officer  with  sufficient  time 
to  review  the  documentary  evidence  that  the  inventory 
required  above  has  been  performed.  This  evidence  shall 
be  in  the  form  of  a  report  prepared  on  behalf  of  the 
lessee/operator,  certified  by  the  botanist,  and  submitted 
by  the  lessee  to  the  authorized  officer.  The  report  shall 
cover,  at  a  minimum,  the  location  of  the  area 
inventoried,  the  inventory  method,  report  of  findings, 
and  any  conclusions/  recommendations  for  mitigating 
measures  to  be  followed  to  reduce  the  impact  of  surface 
disturbance  on  such  plant  species. 

c.  Follow  any  mitigating  requirement  set  forth  by  the 
authorized  officer  concerning  the  protection  or 
preservation  of  any  such  plant  species.  Such  require- 
ments may  include  the  relocation  of  proposed  roads, 
drilling  site,  or  other  facilities. 


No  surface-disturbing  activities  will  be  allowed  in  the 
(name  of  area,  legal  description). 


9.     Deer  and  Elk  Winter  Range  Stipulation 

In  order  to  protect  important  seasonal  wildlife  habitat, 
exploration,  drilling,  and  other  development  will  be  allowed 
only  during  the  period  from  May  1  to  December  1.  This 
limitation  does  not  apply  to  maintenance  and  operation  of 
producing  wells.  Exceptions  to  this  limitation  in  any 
particular  year  may  be  specifically  approved  in  writing  by 
the  authorized  officer. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  or  reduced  in  scope  if 
circumstances  change,  or  if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable 
impacts  on  the  concern(s)  identified. 


11.     Threatened  and  Endangered  Animal 
Habitat  Stipulation 

The  following  portions  of  this  lease  are  within  the  known 
habitat  of  the  threatened,  endangered,  sensitive,  and/or  rare 
animal  species  (species  name):    (legal  description). 

Prior  to  any  surface-disturbing  activity,  the  lessee  shall — 

a.  Engage  the  services  of  a  qualified  biologist, 
approved  by  the  authorized  officer,  to  conduct  a 
thorough  and  complete  intensive  inventory  of  the  areas 
to  be  disturbed  for  evidence  of  such  species  habitat. 

b.  Provide  the  authorized  officer  with  sufficient  time 
to  review  the  documentary  evidence  that  the  inventory 
required  above  has  been  performed.  This  evidence  shall 
be  in  the  form  of  a  report  prepared  on  behalf  of  the 
lessee/operator,  certified  by  the  botanist,  and  submitted 
by  the  lessee  to  the  authorized  officer.  The  report  shall 
cover,  at  a  minimum,  the  location  of  the  area 
inventoried,  the  inventory  method,  report  of  findings. 
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and  any  conclusions/recommendations  for  mitigating 
measures  to  be  followed  to  reduce  the  impact  of  surface 
disturbance  on  such  animal  species. 

c.  Follow  any  mitigating  requirements  set  forth  by 
the  authorized  officer  concerning  the  protection  of 
preservation  of  any  such  species.  Such  requirements 
may  include  the  relocation  of  proposed  roads,  drilling 
site,  or  other  facilities. 


12.  Threatened  and  Endangered  Seasonal 
Habitat  Stipulation 

In  order  to  protect  important  seasonal  habitat  of  the 
threatened  or  endangered  animal  species  (species  name), 
any  lease  operations  which  may  affect  these  species  will 
be  allowed  only  during  the  period  from  (date)  to  (date) 
(varies  by  species)  on  the  following  portions  of  this  lease 
(legal  description).  Exceptions  to  this  limitation  in  any 
particular  year  may  be  specifically  approved  in  any  writing 
by  the  authorized  officer. 

13.  Wilderness  Protection  Stipulation 

Oil  and  gas  activities  on  post-FLPMA  leases  will  be  subject 
to  the  following  special  wilderness  protection  stipulation. 

By  accepting  this  lease,  the  lessee  acknowledges  that  the 
lands  contained  in  this  lease  are  being  inventoried  or 
evaluated  for  their  wilderness  potential  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  under  section  603  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  90  Stat.  2743 
(43  USC  Sec.  1782),  and  that  exploration  or  production 
activities  which  are  not  in  conformity  with  section  603  may 
never  be  permitted.  Expenditures  in  leases  on  which 
exploration  drilling  or  production  are  not  allowed  will  create 
no  additional  rights  in  the  lease,  and  such  leases  will  expire 
in  accordance  with  law. 

Activities  will  be  permitted  under  the  lease  so  long  as 
BLM  determines  they  will  not  impair  wilderness  suitability. 
This  will  be  the  case  either  until  the  BLM  wilderness 
inventory  process  has  resulted  in  a  final  wilderness  inventory 
decision  that  an  area  lacks  wilderness  characteristics,  or  in 
the  case  of  a  wilderness  study  area  until  Congress  has  decided 
not  to  designate  the  lands  included  within  this  lease  as 
wilderness.  Activities  will  be  considered  nonimpairing  if  the 
BLM  determines  that  they  meet  each  of  the  following  three 
criteria: 

a.  It  is  temporary.  This  means  that  the  use  or  activity 
may  continue  until  the  time  when  it  must  be  terminated 
in  order  to  meet  the  reclamation  requirement  of 
paragraphs  (b)  and  (c)  below.  A  temporary  use  that 
creates  no  new  surface  disturbance  may  continue  unless 
Congress  designates  the  area  as  wilderness,  so  long  as 


it  can  easily  and  immediately  be  terminated  at  that 
time,  if  necessary  to  management  of  the  area  as 
wilderness. 

b.  Any  temporary  impacts  caused  by  the  activity  must, 
at  a  minimum,  be  capable  of  being  reclaimed  to  a 
condition  of  being  substantially  unnoticeable  in  the 
wilderness  study  area  (or  inventory  unit)  as  a  whole 
by  the  time  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  scheduled 
to  send  his  recommendations  on  that  area  to  the 
President,  and  the  operator  will  be  required  to  reclaim 
the  impacts  to  that  standard  by  the  date.  If  the  wilderness 
study  is  postponed,  the  reclamation  deadline  will  be 
extended  accordingly.  If  the  wilderness  study  is 
accelerated,  the  reclamation  deadline  will  not  be 
changed.  A  full  schedule  of  wilderness  studies  will  be 
developed  by  the  Department  upon  completion  of  the 
intensive  wilderness  inventory.  In  the  meantime,  in 
areas  not  yet  scheduled  for  wilderness  study,  the 
reclamation  will  be  scheduled  for  completion  within 
4  years  after  approval  of  the  activity.  (Obviously,  if 
and  when  the  Interim  Management  Policy  ceases  to 
apply  to  an  inventory  unit  dropped  from  wilderness 
review  following  a  final  wilderness  inventory  decision 
of  the  BLM  State  Director,  the  reclamation  deadline 
previously  specified  will  cease  to  apply.)  The  Secretary's 
schedule  for  transmitting  his  recommendations  to  the 
President  will  not  be  changed  as  a  result  of  any 
unexpected  inability  to  complete  the  reclamation  by 
the  specified  date,  and  such  inability  will  not  constrain 
the  Secretary's  recommendation  with  respect  to  the 
area's  suitability  or  nonsuitability  for  preservation  as 
wilderness. 

The  reclamation  will,  to  extent  practicable,  be  done  while 
the  activity  is  in  progress.  Reclamation  will  include  the 
complete  recontouring  of  all  cuts  and  tills  to  blend  with 
the  natural  topography,  the  replacement  of  topsoil,  and  the 
restoration  of  plant  cover  at  least  to  the  point  where  natural 
succession  is  occurring.  Plant  cover  will  be  restored  by  means 
of  reseeding  or  replanting,  using  species  previously  occurring 
in  the  area.  If  necessary,  irrigation  will  be  required.  The 
reclamation  schedule  will  be  based  on  conservative 
assumptions  with  regard  to  growing  conditions,  so  as  to 
ensure  that  the  reclamation  will  be  complete,  and  the  impacts 
will  be  substantially  unnoticeable  in  the  area  as  a  whole, 
by  the  time  the  Secretary  is  scheduled  to  send  his 
recommendations  to  the  President. 

c.  When  the  activity  is  terminated,  and  after  any 
needed  reclamation  is  complete,  the  area's  wilderness 
values  must  not  have  been  degraded  so  far,  compared 
with  the  area's  values  for  other  purposes,  as  to 
significantly  constrain  the  Secretary's  recommendation 
with  respect  to  the  area's  suitability  or  nonsuitability 
for  preservation  as  wilderness.  The  wilderness  values 
to  be  considered  are  those  mentioned  in  section  2(c) 
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of  the  Wilderness  Act,  including  naturalness,  outstand- 
ing opportunities  for  solitude  or  for  primitive  and 
unconfmed  recreation,  and  ecological,  geological,  or 
other  features  of  scientific,  educational,  scenic,  or 
historical  value.  If  all  or  any  part  of  the  area  included 
within  the  leasehold  estate  is  formally  designated  by 
Congress  as  wilderness,  exploration  and  development 
operations  taking  place  or  to  take  place  on  that  part 
of  the  lease  will  remain  subject  to  the  requirements 
of  this  stipulation,  except  as  modified  by  the  Act  of 
Congress  designating  the  land  as  wilderness.  If  congress 
does  not  specify  in  such  act  how  existing  leases  like 
this  one  will  be  managed,  then  the  provisions  of  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964  will  apply,  as  implemented 
by  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior. 
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The  following  definitions  and  terms  are  commonly  used 
in  the  BLM  wilderness  study  process. 

ALLOTMENT.  An  area  designated  and  managed  for 
grazing  of  livestock. 

ALLOWABLE  HARVEST.  The  amount  of  forest 
products  that  can  be  harvested  annually  or  periodically 
from  a  specified  area  over  a  stated  period  in  accordance 
with  the  objectives  of  sustained-yield  management.  The 
allowable  harvest  includes  all  planned  timber  and 
fuelwood  harvest  volumes  exclusive  of  such  products 
as  Christmas  trees,  branches,  and  cones. 

AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 
(ACEC).  Areas  within  the  public  lands  where  special 
management  attention  is  required  (when  such  areas 
are  developed  or  used  or  where  no  development  is 
required)  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage 
to  important  historic,  cultural  or  scenic  values,  fish  and 
wilderness  resources,  or  other  natural  systems  or 
processes,  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural 
hazards. 

COMMERCIAL  FOREST  LAND.  Land  producing  trees 
that  are  typically  utilized  as  sawtimber  products  and 
sold  in  units  of  board  feet,  and  that  is  capable  of  yielding 
at  least  20  cubic  feet  of  wood  per  acre  per  year  of 
commercial  tree  species. 

CRUCIAL  WINTER  RANGE.  That  portion  of  the  winter 
range  to  which  a  wildlife  species  is  confined  during 
periods  of  heaviest  snow  cover.  Also  referred  to  as 
sever  winter  range. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES.  Those  fragile  and  nonre- 
newable remains  of  human  activity,  occupation,  or 
endeavor  reflected  in  districts,  sites,  structures,  buildings, 
objects,  artifacts,  ruins,  works  of  art,  architecture,  and 
natural  features  that  were  of  importance  in  human 
events.  These  resources  consist  of  (1)  physical  remains, 
(2)  areas  where  significant  human  events  occurred  — 
even  though  evidence  of  the  event  no  longer  remains, 
and  (3)  the  environment  immediately  surrounding  the 
resource. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCE  INVENTORY.  A  descriptive 
listing  and  documentation,  including  photographs  and 
maps,  of  cultural  resources;  included  are  the  processes 
of  locating,  identifying,  and  recording  sites,  structures, 
buildings,  objects  and  districts  through  library  and 
archival  research,  information  from  persons  knowledge- 
able about  cultural  resources  and  varying  levels  of 
intensity  of  on-the-ground  field  surveys. 


CULTURAL  RESOURCE  SITE.  A  physical  location  of 
past  human  activities  or  events.  Cultural  resource  sites 
are  extremely  variable  in  size  and  range  from  the 
location  of  a  single  cultural  resource  object  to  a  cluster 
of  cultural  resource  structures  with  associated  objects 
and  features.  Prehistoric  and  historic  sites  that  are 
recorded  as  cultural  resources  have  sociocultural  or 
scientific  values  and  meet  the  general  criterion  of  being 
more  than  50  years  old. 

ECOSYSTEM.  Collectively,  all  populations  in  a  commun- 
ity, plus  the  associated  environmental  factors. 

EROSION  CONDITION  CLASS.  A  classification  system 
for  ranking  soil  erosion  in  increments  of  20  points: 
0-20  =  stable;  21-40  =  slight;  41-60  =  moderate;  61- 
80  =  critical;  and  81-100  =  severe. 

FEDERAL  LANDS.  Lands  owned  by  the  United  States, 
without  reference  to  how  the  lands  were  acquired  or 
what  federal  agency  administers  the  lands,  including 
mineral  estates  or  coal  estates  underlying  private  surface, 
but  excluding  lands  held  by  the  United  States  in  trust 
for  Indians,  Aleuts,  or  Eskimos. 

FEDERAL  LAND  POLICY  AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT 
(FLPMA).  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Manage- 
ment Act  of  1976  (Public  Law  94-579,  90  Stat.  2743, 
43  USC  1701). 

FORAGE.  All  browse  and  herbaceous  foods  that  are 
available  to  grazing  animals. 

FOREST  LAND.  All  land  that  supports  trees  having  a 
10  percent  or  greater  crown  closure,  now  or  potentially. 
This  includes  woodland,  commercial  forest  land,  and 
noncommercial  forest  land,  provided  the  minimum 
crown  closure  standard  is  met. 

IMPACT.  The  effect,  influence,  alteration,  or  imprint  of 
an  activity. 

IMPAIR.     To  diminish  in  value  or  excellence. 

LEASE.     An   instrument   through   which   interests   are 

transferred  from  one  party  to  another,  subject  to  certain 

obligations  and  considerations. 

MULTIPLE  RESOURCE  VALUES  AND  USES.  The 
present  and  potential  uses  of  the  various  resources 
administered  through  multiple  use  management  on  the 
public  lands  and  any  public  values  associated  with  such 
uses. 
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MULTIPLE  USE  MANAGEMENT.  The  management  of 
public  lands  and  their  various  resource  values  so  that 
they  are  utilized  in  the  combination  that  will  best  meet 
the  present  and  future  needs  of  the  American  people. 

NATURALNESS.  Refers  to  an  area  which  "generally 
appears  to  have  been  affected  primarily  by  the  forces 
of  nature,  with  the  imprint  of  man's  work  substantially 
unnoticeable"  (from  Section  2  (c),  Wilderness  Act). 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  (ORV).  Any  motorized  vehicle 
capable  or  designed  for  travel  on  or  immediately  over 
land,  water,  or  other  natural  terrain. 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS. 

OPEN.  Designated  areas  and  trails  where  off-road 
vehicles  may  be  operated  (subject  to  operating 
regulations  and  vehicle  standards  set  forth  in  BLM 
Manuals  8341  and  8343). 

LIMITED.  Designated  areas  and  trails  where  the  use 
of  off-road  vehicles  is  subject  to  restrictions  such  as 
limiting  the  number  or  types  of  vehicles  allowed,  dates 
and  times  of  use  (seasonal  restrictions),  limiting  use 
to  existing  roads  and  trails,  or  limiting  use  to  designated 
roads  and  trails.  Under  the  designated  roads  and  trails 
designation,  use  would  be  allowed  only  on  roads  and 
trails  that  are  signed  for  use.  Combinations  of 
restrictions  are  possible  such  as  limiting  use  to  certain 
types  of  vehicles  during  certain  times  of  the  year. 

CLOSED.  Designated  areas  and  trails  where  the  use 
of  off-road  vehicles  is  permanently  or  temporarily 
prohibited.  Emergency  use  of  vehicles  is  allowed. 

OUTSTANDING.  1.  Standing  out  among  others  of  its 
king;  conspicuous;  prominent.  2.  Superior  to  others 
of  its  kind,  distinguished,  excellent. 

PHYSIOGRAPHIC  REGION.  An  extensive  portion  of 
the  landscape  normally  encompassing  many  hundreds 
of  square  miles  which  portrays  similar  qualities  of  soil, 
rock,  slope,  and  vegetation  of  the  same  geomorphic 
origin. 

PLANNING  AREA.  The  area  for  which  resource 
management  plans  are  prepared  and  maintained.  In 
most  instances,  it  is  the  same  as  the  resource  area, 
which  is  a  geographic  portion  of  a  BLM  district,  under 
the  supervision  of  an  area  manager. 

PLANNING  CRITERIA.  The  factors  used  to  guide 
development  of  the  resource  management  plan,  or 
revision,  to  ensure  that  it  is  tailored  to  the  issue 
previously  identified  and  to  ensure  that  unnecessary 
data  collection  and  analyses  are  avoided.  Planning 
criteria  are  developed  to  guide  the  collection  and  use 
of  inventory  data  and  information,  the  analysis  of  the 
management  situation,  the  design  and  formulation  of 
alternatives,  the  estimation  of  the  effects  of  alternatives, 


the  evaluation  of  alternatives,  and  the  selection  of  the 
Proposed  Action. 

POPULATION  CENTER.     See  Standard   Metropolitan 

Statistical  Area. 
POST-FLPMA.     After  October  21,    1976,  the  date  of 

approval  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 

Act. 

PRE-FLPMA.  Before  October  21,  1976,  the  date  of 
approval  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act. 

PRIMITIVE  AND  UNCONFINED  RECREA- 
TION. Nonmotorized  and  nondeveloped  types  of 
outdoor  recreational  activities. 

PRODUCTIVE  FOREST  LAND.  Forest  land  that  is 
capable  of  yielding  at  least  20  cubic  feet  of  wood  per 
acre  per  year  of  any  tree  species. 

PROSPECTIVELY  VALUABLE.  The  term  "prospec- 
tively valuable"  has  been  used  for  approximately  50 
years  by  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey  to  identify  lands 
that  are  being  disposed  of  and  which  the  federal 
government  should  retain  the  mineral  rights  to.  In  order 
to  assure  that  the  U.  S.  Government  does  not  dispose 
of  lands  with  a  mineral  potential  and  to  protect  the 
assets  of  the  public,  the  test  of  value  is  necessarily  very 
low.  In  the  case  of  oil  and  gas,  all  that  is  required 
to  be  "prospectively  valuable"  is  that  the  area  be 
underlaid  by  1,000  feet  of  sedimentary  rocks.  No 
determination  will  have  been  made  if  there  is  a  source 
rock,  reservoir  rock,  or  trapping  mechanisms  within 
the  area. 

PUBLIC  LAND.  Vacant,  unappropriated,  and  unreserved 
lands  which  have  never  left  federal  ownership;  also, 
lands  in  federal  ownership  which  were  obtained  by 
the  government  in  exchange  for  public  lands  or  for 
timber  on  public  lands.  Land  administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

RECREATION  DAY.  The  presence  of  one  person  on 
an  area  of  land  or  water  for  the  purpose  of  engaging 
in  a  recreational  activity  during  all  or  part  of  a  calendar 
day. 

RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AREA.  Area  of 
public  land  that  is  the  basic  land  unit  for  recreation 
management. 

RECREATION  OPPORTUNITY  SPECTRUM 
(ROS).  A  continuum  used  to  characterize  recreation 
opportunities  in  terms  of  setting,  activity,  and  experience 
opportunities. 

REGION.  A  homogenous  geographical  area  generally 
larger  than  the  planning  area  under  study,  whose 
boundaries  are  determined  through  the  EIS  scoping 
process  and  the  identification  of  issues.  Its  boundaries 
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should  encompass  ( 1 )  all  lands  that  would  be  affected 
by  the  land  use  allocations  proposed  before  the  planning 
area,  and  (2)  all  lands  which  have  an  effect  on  the 
activities  occurring  in  the  planning  area. 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (RMP).  The 
Bureau's  basic  land  use  plan  after  1979. 

ROAD.  Vehicle  routes  that  have  been  improved  and 
maintained  by  mechanical  means  to  ensure  relatively 
regular  and  continuous  use. 

SCENIC  QUALITY.  The  inherent  scenic  values  of  the 
landscape;  the  overall  impression  retained  after  driving 
or  walking  through  and  area. 

SPECIES,  ENDANGERED.  An  animal  or  plant  whose 
prospects  of  survival  and  reproduction  are  in  immediate 
jeopardy;  "endangered  species"  is  further  defined  by 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended. 

SPECIES,  SENSITIVE.  A  designation  which  is  ( 1 )  applied 
to  species  not  yet  officially  listed  but  which  are 
undergoing  status  review  or  are  proposed  for  listing 
according  to  FEDERAL  REGISTER  notices  published 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  or  in  accordance  with  comparable  state 
documents  published  by  state  officials;  (2)  applied  to 
species  whose  populations  are  consistently  small  and 
widely  dispersed  or  whose  ranges  are  restricted  to  a 
few  localities,  such  that  any  appreciable  reduction  in 
numbers,  habitat  availability,  or  habitat  condition  might 
lead  toward  extinction,  or  (3)  applied  to  species  whose 
numbers  are  declining  so  rapidly  that  official  listing 
may  become  necessary  as  a  conservation  measure. 

SPECIES,  THREATENED.  Any  species  which  is  likely 
to  become  an  endangered  species  within  the  foreseeable 
future  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range; 
"threatened  species"  is  further  defined  by  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1 973,  as  amended. 

SOIL  ASSOCIATION.  A  mapping  unit  used  on  general 
soil  maps,  in  which  two  or  more  defined  taxonomic 
units  occurring  together  in  a  characteristic  pattern  are 
combined. 

SOLITUDE.  1 .  The  state  of  being  alone  or  remote  from 
habitations;  isolation.  2.  A  lonely,  unfrequented,  or 
secluded  place. 

STANDARD  METROPOLITAN  STATISTICAL 
AREA.  A  county  with  at  least  one  city  of  50,000 
or  more  inhabitants  plus  as  many  adjacent  counties 
metropolitan  in  character  which  are  socially  integrated 
with  that  central  city  or  cities. 

STEPPE-TYPE  VEGETATION.  Vegetation  found  on 
arid  lands  that  usually  have  extreme  temperature  ranges 
and  loess  (wind-deposited)  soils. 


SUITABILITY.  As  used  in  the  Wilderness  Act  and  in 
the  Federal  land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  refers 
to  a  recommendation  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  certain  federal  lands 
satisfy  the  definition  of  wilderness  in  the  Wilderness 
Act  and  have  been  found  appropriate  for  designation 
as  wilderness  on  the  basis  of  an  analysis  of  the  existing 
and  potential  uses  of  the  land. 

SUBSTANTIALLY  UNNOTICEABLE.  Refers  to  some- 
thing that  either  is  so  insignificant  as  to  be  only  a 
very  minor  feature  of  the  overall  area  or  is  not  distinctly 
recognizable  by  the  average  visitor  as  being  man-made 
or  man-caused  because  of  age,  weathering,  or  biological 
change.  An  example  of  the  first  would  be  a  few  minor 
dams  or  abandoned  mine  buildings  that  are  widely 
scattered  over  a  large  area,  so  that  they  are  an 
inconspicuous  part  of  the  scene.  Serious  intrusions  of 
this  kind,  or  many  of  them,  may  preclude  inclusion 
of  the  land  in  a  wilderness  study  area.  An  example 
of  the  second  would  be  an  old  juniper  control  project 
that  has  grown  up  to  a  natural  appearance,  the  old 
fallen  trees  largely  decomposed. 

SURFACE  FACILITIES.  All  structures  such  as  drill  pads, 
buildings,  well  heads,  and  so  forth,  commonly  used 
in  the  production  of  oil  and  gas. 

VISITOR  DAY.  The  presence  of  one  or  more  persons 
on  an  area  of  land  or  water  for  the  purposed  of  engaging 
in  one  or  more  recreational  activities  for  a  period  of 
time  aggregating  12  hours. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE.  Land,  water,  vegetation,  animal 
and  other  visible  features. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  (VRM).  The 
planning,  designing,  and  implementation  of  manage- 
ment objectives  to  provide  acceptable  levels  of  visual 
impacts  for  all  BLM  resource  management  activities. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

CLASSES.  The  degree  of  acceptable  visual  change 
within  a  characteristic  landscape.  A  class  is  based  upon 
the  physical  and  sociological  characteristics  of  any  given 
homogeneous  area  and  serves  as  a  management 
objective. 

CLASS  I  areas  (preservation)  provide  for  natural 
ecological  changes  only.  This  class  includes  primitive 
areas,  some  natural  areas,  some  wild  and  scenic  rivers, 
and  other  similar  sites  where  landscape  modification 
activities  should  be  restricted. 

CLASS  II  (retention  of  the  landscape  character) 
includes  areas  where  changes  in  any  of  the  basic 
elements  (form,  line,  color,  or  texture)  caused  by 
management  activity  should  not  be  evident  in  the 
characteristic  landscape. 
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CLASS  III  (partial  retention  of  the  landscape  character) 
includes  areas  where  changes  in  the  basic  elements 
(form,  line,  color,  or  texture)  caused  by  a  management 
activity  may  be  evident  in  the  characteristic  landscape. 
However,  the  changes  should  remain  subordinate  to 
the  visual  strength  of  the  existing  character. 

CLASS  IV  (modification  of  the  landscape  character) 
includes  areas  where  changes  may  subordinate  the 
original  composition  and  character;  however,  they 
should  reflect  what  could  be  a  natural  occurrence  within 
the  characteristic  landscape. 

URBAN.  Extensively  developed  residential  or  industrial 
areas  where  VRM  objectives  are  not  assigned. 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY.  Degree  of  concern  expressed  by 
the  user  toward  scenic  quality  and  existing  or  proposed 
visual  change  in  a  particular  characteristic  landscape. 

WILDERNESS.  An  area  formally  designated  by  Act  of 
Congress  as  part  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preser- 
vation System. 

WILDERNESS  CHARACTERISTICS.  Identified  by 
Congress  in  Section  2  (c)  of  the  1964  Wilderness  Act 
(78  Stat.  891):  Namely,  size,  naturalness,  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  or  a  primitive  and  unconfined 
type  of  recreation,  and  supplemental  values  such  as 
geological,  archaeological,  historical,  ecological,  scenic, 
or  other  features.  It  is  required  that  the  area  possess 
at  least  5,000  acres  or  more  of  contiguous  public  land 
or  be  of  a  size  to  make  practical  its  preservation  and 
use  in  an  unimpaired  condition,  be  substantially  natural 
or  generally  appear  to  have  been  affected  primarily 
for  the  forces  of  nature,  with  the  imprint  of  man  being 
substantially  unnoticeable,  and  have  either  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  or  a  primitive  and  unconfined 
type  of  recreation.  Congress  stated  that  a  wilderness 
may  also  have  supplemental  values,  which  include 
ecological,  geological,  or  other  features  of  scientific, 
educational,  scenic,  or  historical  values. 

WILDERNESS  INVENTORY.  An  evaluation  of  the 
public  lands  in  the  form  of  a  written  description  and 
map  showing  those  lands  that  meet  the  wilderness 
criteria  as  established  under  Section  603  (a)  of  FLPMA 
and  Section  2  (c)  of  the  Wilderness  Act,  which  will 
be  referred  to  as  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs). 

WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT.  The  management  of 
human  use  and  influence  on  lands  which  have  been 
designated  by  Act  of  Congress  as  wilderness  areas. 

WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT  POLICY.  A  policy 
document  presenting  the  general  objectives,  policies, 
and  specific  activity  guidance  applicable  to  all 
designated  BLM  wildernesses.  Specific  management 
objectives,  requirements,  and  decisions  implementing 
administrative   practices  and   visitor  activities  in 


individual  wildernesses  are  developed  and  described 
in  the  wilderness  management  plan  for  each  unit. 

WILDERNESS  SUITABILITY  RECOMMENDA- 
TION. A  recommendation  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the 
President,  as  to  an  area's  suitability  or  nonsuitability 
for  preservation  as  wilderness. 

WILDERNESS  REPORTING.  The  process  of  preparing 
the  reports  containing  wilderness  recommendations  on 
wilderness  study  areas  and  transmitting  those  reports 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  President,  and 
Congress. 

WILDERNESS  REVIEW.  The  term  used  to  cover  the 
entire  wilderness  inventory,  study,  and  reporting  process 
of  the  wilderness  program  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  (WSA).  A  roadless  area 
determined  to  have  wilderness  characteristics  as 
described  in  Section  603  of  FLPMA  and  Section  2 
(c)  of  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  891). 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  POLICY.  The  process  outlined 
in  these  guidelines  which  specifies  how  each  WSA  must 
be  studied  through  the  BLM  resource  management 
planning  system,  analyzing  all  resources,  values,  and 
uses  within  the  WSA  to  determine  whether  the  area 
will  be  recommended  as  suitable  or  nonsuitable  for 
wilderness. 

WOODLAND.  Land  producing  pinyon  and  juniper  trees 
that  are  typically  utilized  as  nonsawtimber  products 
and  sold  in  units  other  than  board  feet.  Woodland 
is  forest  land  that  is  not  included  in  the  commercial 
forest  land  allowable  cut  base.  Woodland  can  include 
both  commercial  and  noncommercial  forest  land. 


ACRONYMS 


Following  are  the  acronyms  used  in  this  final  wilderness 
environmental  impact  statement. 

ACEC:  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
AMP:  Allotment  Management  Plan 
AUM:  Animal  Unit  Month 
BLM:  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
CEQ:  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
CDOW:  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 
EIS:  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
HMP:  Habitat  Management  Plan 
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IMP:  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
under  Wilderness  Review 

NWPS:  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 

ORV:  Off-Road  Vehicle 

PNV:  Potential  Natural  Vegetation 

PWSR:  Preliminary  Wilderness  Study  Report 

RMP:  Resource  Management  Plan 

ROS:  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum 

SMSA:  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 

USBM:  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Mines 

USDA:  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

USDI:  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

USFS:  U.  S.  Forest  Service 

USGS:  U.  S.  Geological  Survey 

VRM:  Visual  Resource  Management 

WSA:  Wilderness  Study  Area 
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